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The CHLTHI 4N (Czechoslovakia, {*rnnslabion from Frenc:j: I declare open

.

vite Tifty-Tifth meetins of tle Eighiteen llation Comnitiee on Jiscrmoment.

lir. 1LSZECTSEI (Polaond) (trenslation from French): I should like to deal

voday with the »roblems of the third sitege of dissrmament, also mentioning certain
faciors relaving to the disarmament »rocess as a whole., Under whe plan submitted
by the Soviet Union, execution of the meosures in bhe third and final stage would
bring about comdlete elimination, by all States, of their armed forces, armaments
ond military estaslishments. After vhe implementotior of the bresty on disarmament,
Suaves would revein only agreed contingents of militia or police for maintaining
invernal orcer.

The Sovied disarmament »nlan leads to an unarmed world such as I have described
through disarmoment measures in the first and second stages, durin; which nuclear
weerons and their delivery vehicles would be destroyed, and convenvional armed
forces would be substanticlly reduced. <Yhe final dishandment ol ithe armed forces
oZ the United States and the Soviet Union, whick would number a million men each
av the beginning of the third stage, and the disbandment of the numerically smaller
armies of the other States, could easily be commleted within the period of one year
srovided for in the Joview draft. Thus in four years the process of complete
disormament would be finished.

When we examine the United States proposals for the last stage of disarmament,
our attention is drawn tc vhe lack of o specific bime limit for completing the
disarmament jrocess,

kr, Deann, vhe United States renresentative, tried yesterday Vo minimise the
importance of this point., He said thore was only one difference beiween the Soviet
and the United States plans, namely, thal they nrescribed different periods -for
each stage, bub bthat there was no difference in their final objectives.

In realivy, the position is entirely different., The United States and their
allies wish to carry out the measures in the first two stages in six years, which
is btwice as long as the oseriod proposed by the Sovietv Union. 3ut even at the end
of “hose six years the world would be a loag way from complete disarmament, and
waoy 1s nore immortant, the end of the nwocess would not be definively in sight.
Yant is the essential difference. The [fmerican discrmament plon is based on the
srinciple that States would continue %o have a lorge war potenviasi, including
sbomic weapons, ever in the third stage of disarmement. Under the American plan

this potential in the third stege would differ queniitoltively from the present

V.

notential of States, bub as Lir. Lall, the represenvavive of Incia, nointed out in
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his statemenv on 1 June, the structure of the war machine would chenge in favour of
wegoons of moss destruction., Armies would be numerically smaller, but relatively
nore saturcted with nuclecr weapons anl other meens of mass desvruection.

\In this context we thiniz it is wozth mentioning an article Ly on imerican
expert on disarmement, I refer to an article entitled "The Hole of Deterrence in
Cotal Disarmement" which Professor Thomas Schelling, the author of o number of

worlizs on disarmament, pudiished in the quarverly review "Foreign Lffoirs" last 4Lpril.

This article throws o characteristic light on dhe Thinlning of influential United

Stvates experts on discrmament, and on their opinion on the problems connected with

ze., In particular, the guthor is ot Doins to jusuify the need for

2

vhe last ste
wie States concerned to retoin an adequete proporiion of their deverrent potential
during disarmament. According to him the retentior of o nuclear deterrent potential

is on indispensable factor in the process of disarmoment up to ivs completion, for

-

A

is the only possible way to prevent an attack by the other side. What is more,

%8

whe author regexds the reventvion of o Jeverrent polenvial as o guarantee that the
otber side will not brealt off the disarmcment procesa.

I must soy that this is really o very svrange guarantee. Here is a quotation
from the arivicle in quesition;

"There siiould be no divorce between deterrence and disarmeonent, If

disarnament is to woriz, it has got Yo imzrove deterrence and to stabilize

deterrence,"

For this deterrence Professor Schelling advocates o system that would leave
nuclear weapons in the haonds of States ond establish supra-nationcl police forces
also equipped with nuclear weopons. But thet is not all; Professoxr Schelling
considers it an cssential fecture of the disarmament programme thait States should
retain the ability to re-arm. He writes:

"The straishtforward elinination of so-celled "military »nroduction facilities"

might, by sheer coincidence, provide the stabilivy; but stability is more

likely if there is a deliberately designed systen of "stable cqual reédiness
for recrmement"". |

L,

In this connoxion, Professor Schelling suggests thot the treaty on disarmament should

nrior agreement on the nethod of reermament., Zeferring

Fie

be accompenied by a

specifically to the United States he adds:
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"In this country we would certainty want to have careful rearmament plans ..."

It may be asked why we quote at such length the osinions of an exnert who, though
well known it is itrue, does not express the official viewpoini of the United States
Government. e do so because the Professor Schelling's philosonhy clearly echoes
“he ideas of the United Stctes plan. For we find in this plen, first, the idea of
revaining sufficient armed forces for a nuclear strike until +he last stage of the
Gisarmament process; and secondly the idea of forming internciional armed forces
equipped with means of deterrence, not excluding nuclear weapons, which continually
recurs througnout the Western plan, recching its full expression in the provisions
of stage III.

I should now like to say a few words about the system for maintaining peace
advocated by the United States as part of stage III.

The procblem of the international forces alrcady been referred to, which the
United States cells the United Nations Peace Force, is obviously of capital
imortance. L. Godber, the United Xingdom representative, tried yesterday to
sresent us with a picture -~ a rather gloomy one I would say -- of ¢ disarmed world,
in which the law of the strongest and the intrigues of so-colled gggressive States
concealing arms etc. would continue to preveil. In our view, Ve reason for this
is that the Western Powers wish to apply the system of the armeld world under the
conditions that will obilain in a disarmed world. This explains their policy of
meintaining a system based on force, the only difference being thav it would have
cnovher name.

It is charecteristic of the United Sitntes provosals -- and we have pointed
tiais out before ~-— that they do not refer to any article of the Unitved Nations

i ,

Cherter, within the framework of which this force would have to ocv; so we are
fully justified in concluding that the force would be establisiked on principles
ovher than those of the Charter.

The provision in the United Stotes »ian that this armed force is to reach
such strength during stoge III that "no State could challenge iv", shows that it
is intended Vo De a powerful, supra-nctional army. The reporv on "Economic Impacts
of Disarmament", published by the United States Arms Control and Disarmeoment Agency,
guoted here on Thursday last by the representative of Romania, sroposes that the

international forces should consist of two elemenvs: "police forces" and "deterrent

forces",
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" o hecording vo American experts, in order to mointoin these international forces,
is would be necessary to provide in the United States budget for exnenses of the
order of 5,300 million dollars; this is assumed to be one-third of the amount
needed to maintain the forces, which would be contributed by the United States.

“hus the cost of mainteining the proposed armed forces would be sbout 15,000 million
dollars a year. On consicering this figure and comporing it wibh Zmericen views

on the armament of the international force, one can only conclude that the United
Suaves envisages o huge army, heavily equivped not only with conventional arms,

but also with anuclear weapcons.

Although the United Stvotes constontly maintains thot it wishes to leave open
wke question of nuclear zrms for this force, that cannot alter the fact that the
Jesvern Powers are willing to have the international force equinned with nuclear
weapons.

There is no need to prove that such an ides is entirely contrary to the
srinciples of general and complete dissrmament., i, Leoll, thq resresentative of

india, spoke convincingly about this on 7 June (ENDC/2V,51, p.1¢j.

Let us now examine the military and noliticol implications of giving effect
%o such an idea.

It is clear that if nuclear weapons were lef{ in the hands of what is called
the United Nations Force, it would be necessary to »nrovide production copacity
Tor these weapons. Furthermore, if nuclear weapons were to be retoined, it would

A

De necessary to retain lelivery vehicles for then, I om sure thol neither

iTr. Dean nor lir, Godber would agree ©to nuclear or hydrogen bombs bearing the

Unived Nations emblem being delivered %c¢ their targets by cutters or civil aircraft.
If “he force is to be equinped with nucleor weapons, it will also haove to have
rocket launching pads, o sirotegic air force ete., and there will have to be
srocuctionfacilities for these weapons woo.

Consequently, the ides of equipping the internotional force with nuclear
weapons cannot be reconciled either witvh the principle of total elimination of
nuclear weapons advocated by the Soviet Union, or even with the srinciple of
orohibiting production of dhese weapons and the means of delivering them, to which
the United States delegabion nevertheless agreed in the working draft of Part I

of the Treaty on General and Complete Discrmament.
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It is difficult to imagine that the United Stotes delegation does not appreciate
vhat in these circumsitonces it would be necessary %o decide where “he nuclear weapons
were to be produced and stored, where the delivery vehicles werc o be manufactured,
cnd where the rocket launching pads anc the bases for atomic submaorines and the
strategic eir force were 4o be situated.

I am quite sure the United States would never agree to sll “hese things being
in the territcry of the Sociclist Staies.

It is clear from what I have seid, thot the originators of these ideas of a
supra~national super army cre secretly counting on having the decisive voice as
regards the use of this army. Hence it is not by chence that the authors of ‘these
slons -~ for insvence iir, Covelletti on 7 June 1962 —- consider it o defect in
“he Soviet plan that it refers to the Hrinciple of unanimity cf the permanent members of
whe Security Ccuncil for the adoption of sanctions cgodnst those cousing aAbre&ch
of the peace, ond that it provides for o tripartite command for “le forces mede
availzble to the Security Council,

Lir, Godber yestéragy expressed doubts that the tripartite commend would be
able to reach agreed decisions. I am bound to say thot we do nov shaore lar. Godber's
pessimism, but gpart from that, I should iike to osiz cur United iuglom colleague
wvev alternctive he sees, Would he nrefer the decision to be imdosed by one of the
sorvies?

Putting the United States idea invo effect would have anciier consequence. So
long as it was natericlly sossible to use nuclear wespons under the "international"
label, each Stajte would De encouraged o -rovide its own menns of retaliotion. That
would obviously mean giving up disarmaicny.

The nuclear weapon, ds we often sciG, is not like other weapcons; its very
existence vhrows a shadow over interrctionnl relations, is a scurce of tersion
cnd undermines trust between States.

in internctional order in an unarmed world cannot be built on principles of
seaceful co-existence and cod neighbourly relations if, at the same time, it is
based on "nuclear terror'.

The Polish delegotion considers that bthe United States concenivion of a security
sysbem in an unermed world, not only is not based on objective necessities, but

conceals within itself graove dangers for disarmamenyv in general.
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The Soviet plan provnoses, after the implementetion of the third stage, a real
and effective system for maintaining peace, whicih sclisfies all requirements.

Article 37 of the Soviet draft treaty provides that, during the third stage
of disarmament, States shall draw on bthe militis or police they retain to form
units which will be placed at the disposal of the Security Council, under agreements
concluded with the Council, if they are required for action to meintvain international
peoce. This is the international security system nrovided for in the United Nations
Charter, and the only system that can give satisfaction,

The Polish delegation has more than once had occasion to emmhasize the need
to jettison all the cold war ballast which unfortunstely still weighs down the
Jestern Powers' anproach to the question of disarmament. It is hish time to
understand vhat war can no longer be o means of settling internavional disputes,
that disarmament is an objective necessivy, and that there is no ovher solution to
this problem but general and complete cestruction of the means of wapging war,
beginning with the most verrible weapon ol all.

It must also be finally realized tvhatv the disarmed world, waich will open a
new era in the developnment of internavional relations, cannot be a world living
in the shadow of nuclear wesnons, no nobver whether they ere 'mavional” or

"susra~national”.

lir. LALL (India): iy statement today will be divided into parts. First,
I shall attempt to clear un certain nHointvs regarding our position on nuclear
weapons, and secondly, I shall state some of our views on the irmportant subject of
mezce-keeping measures and mochinery,

I turn first to our —-osition on nuclear weapons. I shall deal with certain
aspects of that position because we are concerned to clear up eny misunderstanding
that might exist.

In this connexion, we 2ave studied again very carefully the full terms of the
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament liegotiations. I am bound to
soint out that there is no sonction whatsoever for nuclear weapors or other weapons
of mass destruction being continued after disarmament is achieved. The emphesis
in this documen’ is hea®vily on their elimination, ond I would suggest that if it had
ever been suggessed in vhe General Assembly when this documeny was unanimously
adonted that possession of nuelear weonons should continue in any way, grave
reservations would have been expressed in the Assembly and the vote of unanimity

wvould not hove been obtained. The whole concept of this document is to end weapons

of mess destruction.
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. I know it has been argued that the document soeaks of States and nations and not
of the United Nations peace force, but ithot is necessarily the case because the
Unived Nations peace force does not yet exist, and the question of liquidating or
eliminating nuclear wea)ons and other weapons of mess destruction Trom the United
l'avions peace force does nob arise ab the noment. These weasons are only possessed
by certain States and therefore the Joint Statement of Lgreed Princivnles is
resuricted to the elimination of these weapons from the arsenals o States and
navions.,

I would liZze tc draw sitention 1o = final point of o technical character

P

regarding this cdocument, IV is made clear in tvhe second of the agreed Primcinles

)

hat "Stetes shall support and provide agreed mansower for o Unived Hations peace
force": DNow, these States and nations on the suprort of which the United Natious
neace force musy depend will be States and nations without any nuclear weapons or
wecoons of ‘mass destruction., It follows ti:iat the support which srould be rendered
Dy the States and nations of the world can be of a noa-nuclear cicracter only.

Te would sugzest that it was coumpletely ouvside the concept, the wheole working-out,
of this decument for anyone vo contemmlate the possession of nucicar weapons.

T

That is the first point I would like to meite today. It has becn suzsested, however,

~

thets "we have to be prenared.vo contemplobe with ccuanimity the »ossibility that

onc or more Staotes might have succeeded in secreving o few, and possibly a considerable
number, of those wespons oftver the completion of zenersl and compietve disarmament'.

(ZDC/PV.51, ».51) This erzument was obtributed to me. Of course, I did not argue

-

vhot at all., “hat I seid wvos that at the moment, so far as I Immow, there is no

sure scientific or technical way of being absolutely certain thol there is full

desbtruction of nuclear weesnhons. There is no complacency in tae govitude or position

)

of the Government of Indis regarding nuclear armament in any of its asnecvs. Ve

—

101d the view that no country and no one con be allowed such wecsons, not even

+-

vire United Notions peace force, and much less any individual Sitales There can
therefore be no misunderstonding about the position of India in this regard.

“hile Iexpressed the view, which I bDelieve is correct, thcot Golay, there is no
scientific possibility of being absolutely certein theat every sinzgle nuclear warhead
has been locateld and destroyed, there are, of course, scientilic, Jechnical and

AT

nolitical ways of going a long way, and Derhaps even going oll the way, to making

t A

sure that there are nc such weapons concealed. £b bhe right time we ourselves
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will make suggestions in “his connexion wvhich we ncone will be found of assistance,
Buv I would like to point out that we have advocated in this room -- and I believe
no one else hes so far done this -- that in order ¢ .rovide the necessary assurance
and deterrent ogainst eony possible fuiture concealment, ealthouzh we do not expect any
of <the presen’t nuclear Powers to adond such bose end self-ineriminating toctics, we
have proposed that the weight of cconirol De considerably heavier on them than on

cny ovher counvry. This will probably be necessary for at leasy some years, and
must be accepted by the nuclear Powers os the price which they will hove to pay in
vne future for their presen? »ossession ol weapons of nass destrucvion. It is a
normael law of life that ti:is kind of tuing is nov Dossible withouv o price being
exacted at some time or other, and therefore those Fowers which hove seen fit to
develop nuclear wegpons nusdy accept the Hrice which the world community will exact
fron them in the way of hecvier safeguards. I suggest thet this sizows there is “
anything but comzlacency in the attitude of the delegobion whicihh has been the only
one to make this suggestion so far,

However, these heavier controls on the nuclear Powers may nob be regarded by
all of us as meebing all coses. For etarmle, our Unived States colleague, Mr. Dean,
referred to an important but hypotheticel case when he spoke on 7 June as follows:

"If some very small nation that is not o poxrty to this treaty should have

some exceptionally brilliant scientist or if it should develo) some

process, nuclear or otherwise, whichk could wreel: great destrucvion on the

rest of the world, i% mizht say to some other country, Do what we tell

you, or else!'"™. (ZUDC/PV.51, ».36)

It is true that the sugmestion I have made of heavier controls on whe present nuclear

Powers would not meed this case which iir. Desn has raised. OSome other way must

therefore be found to mee’ is. We have the following suggestions to make regarding
<bhot sort of eventbuolity.
First, we would favour its being male a United llotions Charter obligation
AL

that all States liembers of Ghe United llations must adhere to the disarmament ireaty.

Te are sure that such an amendment to ke Charter would be readily adopted. That
is 4o say, it would be incumbent upon oll Sitates Liembers of the United Nations to
achere to the disarmament itreaty. If vhey 3id not do so they would lose their

rights, their orivileges ond their whole Dosition as llembers of the United Nations,



RIDC/PV.55
13

(ir. Lall, India

Secondly, all those countries %ha’ apnly for membersiip in the United Nations
miss show and esvablish thot they have odhered to the treaty on discrmament.

Thirdly, no country should be nermithed to conbinue as o llember of any of the
Unived Hetions ajencies unless it adheres Jo the (isarmement +treciy.

It is obvious —-- I need not spell it out -~ that these threc catezories will
cover all States. Certainly by the time we enter into the discrnoment treaty and
the world picture is largely changed Uy the conclusion of that 4reaty, these three
provisions will cover the vwiole ground, 411 Stetes will thus be obliged to adhere
w0 the disarmament itreaiy.

We think this is on entirely feir nronosition. There cer’cinly should not be
eny loophole in the arrangements into which we will enter at this Conference that
would permitv Stvatves to side-vrack the trenty on gemeral and comlete Jdisarmament
unler international control in or for s jeaceful world., Otherwise how could we
aciieve the objecvive of o neaceful world, which is certainly whal we are here for?

So much for the remaris I felt obliped to malle regarding our attitude on
miclear weapons and their comrlete snd adsolute elimination from the arsenals of
21l States and of any force for peace wvihiich will De created.

I now turn to peace-=lzeening arrangenents., I should like to bDepin my remarks
oy P t) O o

y saying how strongly we in the delegovion of iadia achere to vhe words in the

o

-

first of the Agreed Princinles in (ZI5C/5) and to the further elaboration, in the

seventh of the Agreed Princinles, of the »Hrinciple of the sevilement of international

Ly

gisputes by Deaceful mecns and the sitrexzzthening of institutions for the maintenance
of neace., I should like in nassing to observe thot »arograph 7, which is an

eleboration of the sepnbtence in parecgranh 1, is interesting in the sense thoat it does

LI

nov spell outv the strengibhening of insvivutions so Far as the setvilement of disputes

by veaceful meons is concerned, and, os regards une orrangements which should be

iade and developed for thie maintenance of peace, it spells out just one of these

2oai S

. PN i

measures -— that is, the international neace force. It says thov there must be:

o©

"the oblication of Stotes to nlace ot the disposal of the United Nations agreed

manpower necessary for an interngiional npeace force to be egquinned with agreed

A

types of armaments.” (DHDC/5, =age 3.

It zoes on 10 say ~- and we enbtirely opvee with this Drovision:
"Arrengemenss for the use of this force should ensure thol the United Nations
can effectively deber cr suppress cay threat or use of arms in viclation of

the purposes and principles of the Unived Hetions." (Ibid).
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E ) L7,

Ve want to nalke it very clear thot cur ztherence %o bhcse narts of “he Joint
Shovement of Agreed Princinles is absolute and unquelilied.

How I come 1o the ‘wc »lans themselves, in regerd to this imvortent matter.
Je are glad to see, of course, that both nlans start with the Hremise that they

base themselves on the Joint Statementv of Lgreed Princinles. In stages I, II and
IZ¥ of the United States »len vhere is o considerably preater smound of deteil and
elanoretion of the Agreed Zrinciples vhen there is in the Sovied -lan. Ve welcome
vhe effort which has Deen made in the United States nlan to face up t¢ this issue

of the mainvenance of —weance anl the mochinery requirel for it end ciso the nmachinery
reguired for the jeaceful sevilement ol disoutes. IHowever, I am “ound to peoint

. LY

ouv one thing, just vo gei -the perspective correct. It is thob in the Soviet plan

o

there is much moxe stoted in the nre-disarmament stages. That is o say, before

the commencenenv of stage 1 of disarmament measures, vhere is rmuch more staoted
coout obligetions to meinteoin internaticncl pecce and security than is stated in

the United Staies plan. In the Unitel Siates 3lan, on nage 3 of Cocument ENDC/30,
there is a brief peragredh, namely, porcgrash 4 of nert B, "Princinles", which

deals with this matter. OCn the other hend, there ore two parsgronis in article 3

oZ “he Soviet nlan in document EHDC/2, Hage 4 and one of these Haorcoraphs has three
Darss. As o result largely, I suppose, of the fact thot .there wos o larger spelling
oud in one plan thon in the ovher, we find an even gresber elaboravion of this

novver —— or o dotentially sreater eleborotbion of this matver, because all of it has
nov yet been agrecd —-- in document EHDC/40/Rev.1, nonely, "Pert I -—- Outline of
General Treaty Chligations®, I would invite sttenition to the faoct that there is

more ‘than one Doge of matericl now in this dccumenv, on which we are still working,
and which will Hut into vhe general oblisations that we will 2ll mssune a considerable
amount of material dealing witn the mcintenance of internationol eace and security,
including obligations to sebtitle all disuves by wecceful means, Vo set up an
invernational seace force witwh the necessary equioment and so on.

I would draw attention Ho the fact because there is goinz o be much more in
nart I of our treaty than has been included in the Dre-disarmenment stage in cither
of “he two plans, and rmuch more than is included in the United Svatves plan., I
nolze that noiny not to vry vo say thalt one plan is bevber or has anything to favour
it over the other, bul because it is releveni o certvein remarizs that I will now
cone to as I lool ot some of the deteils -- not 2ll of then -- in bhe two plans,

regarding this immortant natiter of the nointenance of internmetvionci seace and

security, I will go ‘throuzh some of the points, besinring with sveze I in both plans.
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I should like to draw attention first of all to page 17 through 19 of the
United States plan (ENDC/30). Because there is to be a spelling nut in part I of
the disarmament plan of the general obligations which we are to assume, some of the
wording contained in this phase of the United States plan may be taken as already
covered. However, if it is the general wish to repeat that wording in this phase
of the disarmament plan which we will finally adopt, the delegation of India weuld
not have any objection whatsoever to that.

In paragraph 1 of section H of the United States plan (ENDC/30, page 17), we
find a repetition of the obligation by which we have bound ourselves as lembers of
the United Nations. ¥We have no objection to this. I take it that the United States
had it in mind that not all countries which are militarily significant are liembers
of the United Nations, and that it fell that these obligations which United Wations
Members normally subscribe to should be covered again in the plan.

Coming to the interesting question and suggestion concerning the rules of
international conduct, I must confess I have been a little.baffled by this part of
the United States plan. I am not at all sure that it is réally‘possible to study
this matter very effectively in the abstract. I of course believe that the manners
of countries in their dealings with each other should be exemplary: if that is
what the United States has in mind, then obviously our intentions are entirely
identical. However I do not understand very well how this matter is to be studied
in the abstract. Perhaps the United States delegation has in mind the way in which
countries treat their neighbours. I should like to refer —— with a little more
force than was possible a few days ago —— to the question of Laos. I take it that
this is the sort of case that is envisaged. 4n international agreement has been
formlated in respect of a small country that has been having certain difficulties
vith its neighbours. - This agreement, which will have the effect of a treaty as
soon as it is signed -— and one may hope that the agreement on Laos is very near
the signature stage —— sets out the kind of behaviour which neighbouring States
must adopt towards the small country in question.

If that is what is in mind —— and I entirely agree that situations like this
might, unhappily, develop in the future even after we have general and complete
disarmament -~ then would it not be wiser and more practical to deal with such

cases ad hoc? I will come back to this point in a more general way later. But
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I would‘sa&ﬁ£o the representative of the United States in particular that, while

we agree that the conduct of countries in relation to each other should be exemplary
and that we must find means of seeing that any deviation from such standards of conduct
is dealt with; we would have thought that that would be best dealt with ad hoe

rather than by an abstract study. I should be grateful if this possibility could be
borne in mind.

Cancerning pages 17 and 18 of the United States plan I should like to draw
attention to paragraph 3 a, which sets cui the method of dealing with disputes. Again
I would draw attention to the fact that this is a repetition of Charter language,
of Article 33 of the Charter. We haveno objection to this repetition but it does
not seem strictly necessary unless the United States delegation has in mind a
contingency which I am not envisaging, namely that States which are not Members of the
United Nations will adhere to the treaty on general and complete disarmament. As I
said earlier in another connexion, I think that there will tend to be a coincidence
between membership of the United Nations and adherence 1o the ireaty on disarmament,
on a basis of universality. However, I draw attention to that repetition.

The new thought which is contained in the United States paper, on the
maintenance of international peace and security, is the idea of involving the
International Court of Justice much more fully in the settlement of such disputes.
This is a mabtter which is referred to both in the first stage in paragraph 3 b. under
this section, and in the second stage. In principle we are perfectly willing to see
this hagpen. We see nothing against it. We would like to see greater use being made
of the International Court of Justice. I should like to point out that India
itself has taken steps recently to alter its form of adherence by filing a declaration
under Article 36, paragraph 2 —-- which we did in a new form on 14 September 1959 —
accepting the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court. We did this after having followed
our good United States friends for almost a decade in their example of restricting
adherence to the Conmnally type of amendment, or to something on the lines of that
type of amendment. But we found, by experience, that we should move on from there,

We hope that our friends in the United States will also move on to a fuller
adherence.

We note with satisfaction that the Government of the Soviet Union has for the
first time participated this year in the oral proceedings before the International
Court of Justice concerning the request for an advisory opinion relating to the

expenditure for the peace-keeping operations of the United Hations.
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However, we have often said that we must be realistic in our discussions. ¥We
would like to point out that so far only thirty-eight States have accepted the
jurisdiction of the Court, and two of these thirty-eight States are not Members of the
United Nations. That means that only a little over one-third of the total membership
of the United Nations has accepted the jurisdiction of the International Court.
Although the membership of the United Nations has gone up by about 7C per cent since
1955, no State accepted the jurisdiction of the International Court in 1961 and none
has so far done so in 1962. We would also note that only one contentious case has
been taken to the International Court in eack of the years 1960 and 1961.

guite clearly, in these circumstances, before we assign increased responsibility
to the International Court, as suggested and contemplated in the United States plan,
we must give some thought to the reasons for the reluctance of States to go to the
International Court. ©Perhaps we should sce whether some of these reasons can be
removed. Otherwise the position will remain the same even after disarmament has
been achieved —— that is to say, most States will not have adhered to the Statute
of the Court.

We would now like to draw attention to some of the difficulties regarding the
International Court, which are germanc because this issue has been raiseu in the
United States plan. Owing firstiy to its recent origin, to the indefinite character
and scarcity of its rules, and to the constitutional difficulty of creating new
rules and amending obsolete ones, international law, more than domestic systems of law,
exhibits considerable gaps and difficulties. The result is that a decision in
accordance with the law is frequently impossible to arrive at, In addition, as
Dean Pound put it:

"The legal order must be flexible as well as stable. It must be

overhauled continuously to the changes of actual life which it is to

govern, We are afraid that this has not happened in relation to the

evolution of international law in its application to the realities

of international iife."

A somewhat similar thought -- and a very important one —— was expressed in The Common

Law_of Mankind, by Doctor Jenks, who saids
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&

1Tt is"not the primary function of international law in the

latter bhalf of the twentieth cenbury to protect vested interests

arising out of an international distribution of political eand

economic power which has irrevocably changed, buc to adjust

conflicting interests on a basis which contemporary opinion

regards as sufficiently reasonable to be entitled to the organized

support of a universal community." ‘

In addition, the rectification of this rather patently unjust situation has assumed
considerable importance not only f{rom the point of view of the legitimate interests
of newly independent States which have become liembers of the United Nations, but

also from bhe point of view of the aimosphere in which the rale of law, which we would
all like to see established, can truly flourish in international relations. If the
rule of law is to mean the maintenance of the status guo. withow provision for
peaceful change, the new countries of ihe world will obviously find it difficult to
accept such a rule of law. The newly independen? Stateg ~— and we feel that it is
necessary in our context here to remember them ~— no less than the others are

anxious for growth conducive vo greater international co-cperation in the peaceful
settlement of international disputes in accordance with valid concepts of law and
justice. In fact, T would say that the new States are even more strongly adherents
to this kind of arrangement than ‘the oider States, which have perhaps become a little
cynical -~ although I do not want to make any accusation.

What the new Stotes want is that the law in international affairs, by which their
relations would come to be governed, should take into consideration the new realities
of international life and the aspir-tions of their ;eoples. This idea has been put
into words in a forceful and excellent manner by Judge Alvarez of the International
Court in a supporting advisory opinion, and I would like to quote some of his words:

"According to current opinion jghe International Coupﬁ7 kas to

apply the principles of intvernational law deemed to be in existence at

the moment when it delivers i%s judgement or opinion without considering

whether they have in mind any more or less sudden changes or whether they

are in accord with the new conditions of international life., Tt pertains,

we are told, to the International Law Commission, created by the United

Nations tc determine what modifications should be made in international

law, %Yhis is a view which it is impossiblc Yo accept. As a result of the

great changes in inbterrational lire that have trken place since the last
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social cetaclysm it is necessary thaet the Court should determine the

mresent status of law in each case which is brouzht before it and,

when neeced, act constructively in tais matter.”

Cne could refer to other aspects, bul as time is getting on and as I have
something else to say I would like to come tc some more practical considerations
rerarding the Invernational Court.

I would lixe to refer 1o another reason which hes led to rejection of the
Court's compulsory jurisciction. Frenkly, this is the lack of confidence in the
imeartiality of its judgements which does exist, The problem of putting beyond
eny oossible doubt the immartiality, disinterestedness and wisdom of the Court is perhaps
the most important one in relation to this issue of compulsory juriscdiction which
ag been reised by the United States plan.

We must frankly szy that there is & feeling thet since 1951 the Court has
been constituted more on the basis of regional allocation of seats than according
to the provision of the Statute itself which says that on the Court the main forms
of eivilization and the principal legal systems of the world should be represented.

Without in any way criticizing eny of the learned judges or in any way
objectving to the Court's composition, we in ocur delegation feel bound to point out
wact the vast mejority of the world in Asie and LZrica 1is represented by only
Shree judges. We thinlz thoet a court cannot establish its redutation for impartiality
and fairness a2nd & wniversality of view as a basis of its Judrements and oninions
if the distribution of seats is not cbviously much more in keepin’ with the realities

el

of life. Other vnaris of the world are rwore adequaitely represented. For exanmple,
the fmerican Continent has five judges. e do mod resent that in the slightest.
Ve only point out that there will have to be 2 change in the overall positien,

Py

pernans by increasing the number of judges -— we are not tryins to teke away anything

bheb anyone hag ~-— 1f the Court is to eshtablish ivself on 2 basis of universality.
The interesting sugrestions which hove been made by the delegation cf the
United States must be considered in tle lisht of these realities. Otherwise, we
ere afraid that the idea, goold though it is, of adherence to the International
Court and using it more frequently for the settlement of legal dissutes will remein
theoretical and it will not really be of -mch relevance to our treaty on

disermement.
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Beforémﬁéggigbxéé'éfher aspects of the United States plan I should like to
co back to this icea of an international stuly, which the United States’suggés%ed;
Sy o subsicdiary body of the intérnaticnal disarmament organiza’ticn regardiag rules
of international concduct. : '

Since that is largely a judicial metter, I should like tc draw attention
to Lrticle 13 of the Charter of the United HNations, which states:

"1. The General Assembly shall initiatc studies anc maize
recormendations for the pufpose of:
"o, ... encouraging the oDrorressive developﬁeﬂt of internaticnel
law and its codificetion;".
I draw attention to this because I am sure it is not the intentiocn cof the United
Svates delegation or of anyone here tc try to sidetrack the United Ilations. I
am 1ot saying that rules of conduct are international law but they impinge upon
invernational law and I think we ought tc conferm to United Hations procedure
wiere it -exists and to annroach this matter throush United Nations bodies, even
iZ it means expanding & little the interpretation of United lletions Articles,
rotiher than to do things which micht conceivebly be contradictory to the Charter.

I should lile to turn to section 4, naragraph 3.c. of stege I of the United
States plan (EIDC/3C) in which there is the idee that:

"He Parties Lo the Treaty would agree to sudport e study under
“'the Genersl Lssenbly of the United Ilotions of measures which should be
undertalien to meke existing erran-ements for the neaceful settlement

‘of internationel ¢isputes ... more effective;". (ZHDC/30, nese 18)

ic
e have nc objection whalscever to studies, but under the Charter of the Uniteld-
iletions - the nacific settlement cf intermebticonel disjutes is dealt with in ChayterVI,
& Chanter which Ceals with the functions c¢f the Security Council. Therefore, if
suc & study should Te held we would su;zest thet it be done unler the aepis of

the General Assenbly and of the Security Council., Ctherwise, once apain there is
this aspect of overlociing Charter provisions. This supresticn pains force from
t2e fact that all the varicus methods of settlement of disputes which the United
Steles has been able to svell out in its Hlan are dhose included in Chanter VI of

the Charter. Ilot a single new method has bHeen envisaged. 1 sussest therefore that -

if there is to be any such study it should be in conformityrwitl dhe concept of the
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United Nations Charter. ; We must net brush aside the Charter; I am sure that that is
not the intention of the United Statzs delegation. I therefore feel'l am fully:
warranted in pointing out this consideratien. '
In paragraph 4 of section II of the United States plan the sugzestion is thats
"The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support measures
strengthening the svructire, avthority and operation'of the United
Nations". (GiDC /30, acc 18) .

I must say that this is a little vague. It is difficult to understand what is meant

here, but if sometizing is meant I would say the concept might be that of a study by
the United Nations more or less in line with the previous study. Otherwise I am
afraid we shall get into a haze of considerable deptih which I am sure is not the
intention of the United States delegation. I am trying to make a suggestion which
would make the proposal more practical. We do not object to the basic idea contained
therein.

Paragraph 5 on the same page of the United States plan deals with the United
Nations peace force and I should like to draw attention to certain ambiguities
therein, It.states that there should be an:

"a. Examination of the experience of the United Nations leading

to a further strengthening of the United Nations forces for keeping

the peace;". (Ibid.)

What does that mean? Does it mecan the examination should lead to further
strengthening? 1 would say: let the examination lead to a revelation of the
facts and let the strengthening of the institutions be done by agreement. I feel
that the examination should be restricted to the facts of the case, but it is not
quite clear what thisparagraph means.,

I now come to the very important contents of paragraph 5 b, which states:

"b. Examination of the feasibility of concluding promptly the
agreements envisaged in Article 42 of the United Nations Charter;". (Ibid.)
Here I should like to draw attention to a slightly different wording in Article 18
of the Soviet plan for stage I, whick says:
| "all States parties to the Treaty shall, between the signing of the

Treaty and its gptry into force, conclude zgreements with the

Security Council by which they undertake to make available to the

latter armed forces, ... as provided for in Article 43 of the United

Nations Charter."  (ENDC/2, page 13)
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I do not wish to pronounce on which of these two formulations we would prefer,
but I would draw attention to the fact that one.is much stronger and more direct.

In the United States plan paragraph 5 b, on page 18 deals with a very crucial matter,
how the international peace force is to be set up., I take it that paragraph 5 c. on
the same page which states "Conclusion of an agreement for the establishment of a
United Nations peace force in stage II" is closely linked up with paragraph 5 b, —-
that is, that the roots of the peace force will be found in the agreements envisaged
in article 43 of the United Nations Charter. If that is so, then I would suggest
that this part of our plan when it is finally adopted -- and here I am not talking of
the two formulations before us — rmust be direct and forthright on this matter.

As I have said previously, it is a matier of regret that Article 43 of the
United Nations Charter has not been implemented and I think we must bind ourselves
clearly and strongly to implement that Article and thus create the international
peace force, which seems to be intended in the United States plan but which is set
out in a manner which is not sufficiently strong. I hope that in the plan we finally
adopt we can be much clearer on this matter.

The last idea contained in the United States plan is that stated in paragraph 6
on page 19, about the United Nations peace observation corps. I should like to say
at once that the delegation of India has no objection whatsoever to the idea of a
peace observation corps, but I suggest it is a matter for political judgement whether
something of this kind is mentioned in the disarmament treaty. iy reason for saying
this is that peace observatiocn arrangements can flow from the Charter of the United
Nations. There is nothing to prevent a Member Statec or even a non-ilember State from
going to the United Nations and requesting that its frontier with another State be
put under observation. This has been done before, it can be done again, and there is
little point in duplicating these arrangements, I feel it is doubtful wisdom and
this matter should receive comsideration in the light of arrangements whichk are
alreedy feasible, which have been made and can be made again if and when the
occasion arises,

I should like to turn to stage I of the Soviet plan. It contains two aspects,
one of which I have already mentioned —- namely, the forthright way of pinning down
stage IT adherence to Article 43 of the United Hations Charter, which we welcome.

Then, in paragraph 2 of Article 18 of the Soviet plan it states that the armed forces:
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", .. shall frrm part of the rational armed forces of vhe corresponding

States and shall be stationed wilhin their territories. They shall be

kept up to full strength, equipped and prevared for combat." (ENDC/2, page 13)

kr. Godber raised certain points regar&ing these issues and they‘should certainly
be studied, I belicve the repregentative of Italy elego raised poinvs in this i
connexion, and we think they sunuld Te studied also,

I would like to turn to -the second sbage of “he United Staves plan because there
are a few other ideas ‘there on which ons shculd ceommen®. Indeed, I have already
dealt with points relating vo the InSernational Cour’, “he rules of conduct, and
indirect aggression and subversicn., 1 Pave said, with regexrd 4o indirech aggression
and subversion, that this matter should rathsr be dealt with ad hoc; as and when
cases arise, as was done for Laos., If Mr. Deen will forgive me, I feel bound to ask
him to help me to urderstand part of the girfemeny he made oa 2. May. 1 think
Mr. Godber quoted from this statemend. I am not going to quote all of the remarks
kr. Dean made but I would like %o draw attenbinn to one important point. Mr, Dean
saids

"de will still be faced with conf icting ideologies and witn political

'struggles, and social systems will be subject to J{isruptive pressuves

from within and from without." E@QQZEE;£EQ~29§£M2)
With great respect, I would like o know wha* Mr. Decn had in mind when he talked about
"disruptive pressures from i ithin'. T cu_poce theh he means "witidin a State". I
would suggest that happenings’of this kind Within a Stute ore not going to be the
concern of the internstionel disarmament qrgﬂzlzpblon just as it is not the concern
of the Charter of the United Naticas. This is not a mabtter which we can deal with
here, and I am sure that i{ is not the iatention ¢l the United States to do so. But
these vords at least create gome dbubt¢ which I hoge willi he cizzredup. Besides,
having read this whole parasraph ard exanined 4his question of international rules

of conduet, I am bound to say —- aad T an seying this rathce lightly, trusting that

X/

Jang

it is not the casé - I hope lir. Dean will nob fall into the old Isolationist pattern,

It seems to me tha't there would be rather shreng, watecs-tight compartments around

each State and tha® there wculd be no inflicaces permitt»d from outeida.
I would like to remind Me. Dear ithad thc 2roime Mirnisber of India nas publicly

said on more than one ocecasion vhatl wz cwe o cocd dal in cur Constitution to that

of the United States. I khope Iiv. Dean does no’ reyard that cort or oubside influence
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as subversive. There are good breezes which blow around the world and this sort of
locking up of each State and telling them to protect themselves from all outside
influences could be most unfortunate.

We have, of course, in our Constitution and in the policy of our Governmeﬁt,
which is to create a socialist India, obviously borrowed from other sources; and it
will be our intention to make available things which other people can borrow —- of
course adapting anything which they might borrow to their own particular needs.
Obviously, when we borrow we do not borrow slavishly; we adjust ideas to our own
needs and then let those ideas grow on the basis of our own requirements. There
is in the United States plan some suggestion that we should all be locked up in
separate rooms., I think that would be most unfortunate and I would hope that the
United States would see to it that in the plan which we finally adopt there would be
no suggestion of that kind. Undoubtedly the ideas of the United States Constitution
were subversive when they were adopted —- very subversive. Ask the United XKingdom
of those days how subversive they were, TYet we took some of those ideas into our
own Constitution. ZPerhaps -- although I do not think so -~ the United Kingdom
thought it subversive that we adopted them,

We must not be so opposed to the spread of ideas, subversive or otherwise,
provided a country decides for itself, unhampered by any influences from outside —-
direct influences, the impingement of force: political, eccnomic or military --
as to how it will use those ideas and what its social pattern will become. That
is the right of a community, to develop and to decide, I think that if we do not
acmit that right the international peace force of the United Nations will be so busy
that it will be decimated in the first three months of its existence. We would
not like that to happen.

I turn now to paragraph 5 (ENDC/30, page 26), in which the United States has the
valuable idea of national legislation in support of the treaty. We are wholly in
favour of and welcome that idea. I have compared this with the Scviet plan in which
I found two or three references to national legislation supporting, for example,
the elimination of nuelear weapons, the cessation of military training, and so on.
But we think it would be preferable on the whole to have one cmnibus clause regarding
national legislation as proposed in the United States plan, when we come to adopt

the good disarmament plan which we will all adhere to.
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Let us turn briefly to the last stage of the two plans and see what they say
about this important matter. If the repi.sentative of the United States will excuse
me, I must confess that I found paragraph 1 vague. It says:

"The Parties to the Treaty would undertake such additional

steps and arrangements as were necessary to provide a basis for

peaceful change in a disarmed world and to continue the just end

peaceful settlement of all international disputes, whether legal

or political in nature." (ENDC/30, page 32)

That . is a bit vague and I am not quite sure that I understand what it means. Perhaps

at some future time, if the United States would like to continue this thought, it
would be good enough to explain it further.

I have already talked about the rules of conduct and I will not say any more
about them.

I turn to paragraph 3, which reads:

"The Parties to the Treaty would progressively strengthen the

United Nations Peace Force established in Stage II until it had

sufficient armed forces and armaments so thet no states could

challenge it." (Ibid.)

I suppose the idea of the word "progressively" is that the forces in national

armies will still be in the process of being reduced, but I would be in favour of
omitting this word, so that it would read "the Parties to the Treaty would strengthen
the United Nations Peace Force ..."

The point is this. We have envisaged the creation of that force, under
agreements with the Security Council, as provided in article 43 of the Charter, and I
thinlt that again there is o certain weakness of language whioh could be overcome.

I would like to make a few comments on the last part of the Soviet provisions
regarding this matter. I must scy that I think it is well to say that:

"the States parties tc the Treaty shall maintain in a state of

immediate readiness thet part of the polize (militia) contingents" —-—

I would say "peace force" —
"which isintended for joint international enforcement action."
(ENDC/2, pages 23 and 24)

I think that is put in a forthri.kt manner.
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Various parts of the Soviet article, nemely, the stationing of these troops and
their commaﬁd;wWére referred to by M¥r. Godber yesterday. I would say that those
considerations which he had in mind should certainly be considered, and I must confess
that while we are glad to see that the wordiag of the Soviet draft adds up to the
fact that the international peacec force will be o force, we are of the opinion ——
tentatively, at any wvabte -~ that the cuggested method of command would be extremely
difficult to implement in practice.

We would imagine that this would certainly require furtiier thinking. Urnfortunately,
the very nature of an armed force is that it should be able to act expeditiously.

We doubt whether that would be possibie under the arrengements which are suggested,
though we understand the spirit underlyiny them, namely, Vhat there should be a wide
basis of agreement for the use of such a force. That, of course, is an exceilent idea.
but when it comes to implementation of action by the force itseif, then we feel that
such a distribution of immediave command would not be very practical,

We take note of and welcome the idea thot the areas in which these special
contingents are to be stationed will be the subject of agreements to be concluded
with the Security Council. That, we think, might get around one of the points which
was raised by Mr. Godber. I think he said that these forces should be stationed in
other countries. TIrovided these forces ars stotioned in agreement with the Security
Council, the matter would be adequately covered. We think that that suggestion is
well worth pursuing.

I should like %o say, finally, that as we go through these articles —- and we
have ‘taken the liberty of going throught th=u in this room today -- we find that there
is not much difference between the peace-keeping machineries suggested in the two
plans. The peace-keeping machinery suggested is the United Nations force. In both
plans the basis of the United Nations force is Article 43 of the Charter. We welccme
the fact that though the wording is cdifferent, though there has been o greal deal of,
if I may réspectfully say so, talk about differences, there is not as much difference
as we expected to find. We welcome the approach of cur United States colleague
yesterday, which was to find the similarities in the last stage of the plan; we
thought that was o very helpful analysis.

Coming back to these matters, we think that the United Nations peace force is
more or less common ground and that agreement could be reached on its menning,

on its armament -- & very important matter --- on its stetioning, and on its command.
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So far as other matters are concerned, some studies are proposed by the United
States, Our view is that these studies should be undertaken in the light of and
in conformity with the corresponding United Nations Charter provisions so as to make
it quite clear that we are not side-stepping the United Nations.

Regarding the matter of peaceful settlement of disputes, which is a third
point in my concluding remarks, I should like to say that both plans agree that
peaceful settlement should be in accordance with United Nations procedures. The
United States, in addition, introduces the International Court of Justice. We have
made remarks to indicate that, while we agree with the idea in principle, we find
that it will not really shift the practical factors very much unless the International
Court of Justice can be made much more accepbable to the world community of States.

Fourthly, there is the question of mternational rules, We would make the
suggestion that these should be develcped ad hoc, as in ‘the case of Laos, rather than
by a somewhat abstract study.

Fifthly, there is the United States suggestion about peace observation. We
think that that is already provided for and can be operated under the Charter
of the United Nations, and that it may not be necessary to spell this out again.

Sixthly, we welcome the idea of national legislation in support of the
treaty. e would strongly support it.

I should like %o say, in conclusion, that while we must be ready to
safeguard international peace and security we must be even more ready to come
together in the future when we have disarmed, to solve the questions that will
arise. It is quite true, as has often been stressed by the representative of the
United States, that general and complete disarmament will not create a Utopia.

I would go further and say that general and complete disarmament together with
peace-keeping machinery will not créate a Utopia,

The will of man for peace, the will of man to discuss things in a sensible
and in a reasonable way, will be of great importance throughout. This impinges
upon the suggesticn I have made for a pragmatic, ad hoc, approach to the
settlement of some questions which will arise, Ve hope that that can be borne

in mind.
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There is one point which I should touch upon, and I mention it particularly
to our United States colleague. When he spoke on 24 May, he expounded some
of the past efforts which have been made in our century for the peaceful
settlement of disputes. He pointed out that from the Hague Conventions of
1899 and 1907 until the commencement of World War II, there had been negotiated
some 300 Conventions, bilateral and multilateral, for the pacific settlement
of disputes -- Conventions which, I believe, are still in force. This is a
most striking fact because it most clearly emphasizes that what was lacking
when we came to the mid-thirties was not the means for pecaceful settlement
of disputes —— there were these 300 international Conventions -- but general
and complete disarmament under international control. Those 300 agreements for
the settlement of disputes are still there, What we do not have -~ the missing
piece in our whole situation -- is general and complete disarmament under
international control. That is what is missing, and that is what we must
supply, On Mr. Dean's own argumentation I would submit that this is what comes
strikingly and emphatically to our mind.

Ve hope, now that we are approaching a recess that we will come back

with much greater vigour to achieve the placing of this great missing piece, the
absence of which has resulted already in two world wars. But may I recall that
not only these two wars but all the wars that man has had have resulted in a
total explosion of only five megatons of explosive force, whereas today, if
there is a war, we know very well that thousands of megatons of explosive force
will result and that there will be no future for anyone,

We hope, therefore, that when we come to consider these matters we will
realize that the main emphasis has rightly been placed by the General Assembly

on a treaty now for general and complete disarmament under control,
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' Mr. HiSSAN (United Arab Republic): I must confess that I feel at somewhat
--of 'a disadvantage, having to speak after that brilliant learned and comprehensive
statement of lir., Lall. However, I must ask the Committee's indulgence in taking it
back to my simpler gpproach to disarmement problems. |

- Now that our Committee has decided to take a recess, it may be in order to
take stock of what we have achieved in the first round of our talks, to think of
what we should set as our goal for the next round, and of the most promiéing means
of approaching that task.

It was natural and logical that the first round of our talks should have been,
as it indeed proved to be, one of general exposition and clarification of both
parties! general approach and viewpoints, a period of delineation of the outlines
and scope of each disarmament plan. As such; it was not to be exﬁected that,it
should have been a round of agreement or settlemeﬁt, or even one of real
negotiation, ' ,

As a matter of fact, it was a necessary and inevitable stage in our
deliberations, in order to acquaint and familiarize the eight new delegations, or
some of them, with these plans and viewpoints. And what is m&re, this has taken
pldée, and largely in a serious, workmanlike and bﬁsinéssiike fashion.

Apart from the aforementioned considerations, if has been possible for. our
Committee to score some further gains.

The many questions and requésts for clarification which came from the eight
new mémbers, as well as other mémbers, did open up many avenues and considerstions,
and aid point to somevpossibilities'of readjustﬁent.

We submit that, in order to achieve progress in our second round, we should
pick up the thread where we left off and should not go back to a reiteration of the
same old positions and the same old arguments. A re-thinking by each party of
its position, in the light of the suggestions and constructive criticisms which
have been voiced in the first round; and in accordance with the other side's known
and legitimaté interests, may now be in order, I submit,

In the course of our study of a draft treaty for general and complete
disarmamenf, we have come across some substantive and basic problems. As was
natural and to be expected we forged ahead in the first exploratory round, with
our review of both the draft treaty and the treaty outline before us. This may
well have been the right procedure to adopt in the first round. The general

theory and strategy of disarmament obviously differ extremely from the Soviet
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and Western viewpoints in so far as proposed steps for each stage, the order of
those measures, their scope, pace, and the relative importance given to inspection,
control and so forth are concerned. In the interest of the speedy conclusion of
the first exploratory and generai review stage of our work, our Committee reviewed
and studied the two draft treaties simultaneously in one and the same session,
Sometimes we would even emerge from a discussion of the first stage of one plan to
plunge into a review of the second stage of a completely different plan of a
dissimilar context and an almost incomparable nature; +then we would shuttle back
to yet another aspect of the first plan and so on, This, we submit, was not the
most helpful method to contribute to the visualisation of the general context and
import of either of the plans, nor to a proper appreciation or assessment of all
their intentions, purpose and results,. Nor does.this method, even if it suited
the special purpose of the first, exploratory stage, lend itself to the Committeel!s
joint effort in the next round, aimed at filling the gaps in either plan and at
slowly evolving both plans and bringing them around to the point where they can
finally be brought nearer together, thus satisfying the known legitimate require-
ments of one and all.

The process of the simultaneous confrontatinn and contrasting of the two plans
in the same session or at alternate sessions naturally gave way to the temptation
to indulge in due and undue criticism rather than to an effort to be constructive,
to try to evolve either plan and bring it nearer to the common goal.

The Soviet and the United States plans are conceived according to a special
and different theory of disarmament, the one based on conventional strategy
envisaging the total elimination of all nuclear delivery vehicles in the first
stage and the total elimination of the atomic deterrent in the second stage after
thirty months; and the other based on nuclear strategy and aimed at keeping the
nuclear deterrent until the very last -- not to mention other, no less fundamental,
differences of approach., DNatur 1lly and logically, all other steps, measures and
stages of each plan, and logically all the argumentation of one and the other
party, assumed two distinct levels and were put into two dissimilar contexts.

How could the Committee be expected to attempt any constructive endeavour at

harmonizing these two different-level plans?
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During the recess could we not engage ourselves in thinking of a more
constructlve method of work in order to avoid useless, and indeed bascless,
'contrasts between the two plunb which cannot be compared in point of each step,
each stage and each detall, but only, and finally, as a general whole, only as far
as effect and result are concerned?

Naturally, in the midst of our study of each plan we shall come upon certain
substantive basic problems such as control; balance; practicability; different
strategic concepts, nuclear and conventionaly the advantages of a one-stroke
elimination of delivery vehicles or of a gradual percentage-wise elimineationj
foreign bases and national bases; oisengagement; thinning out, re-deployment, and
the like, '

In oui humble submission it should be posslble, along with our study of each
plan, to set aside some meetings, either of a Committee of the {thole or of any
other forum to be agreed upon, formal or informal, for the study of such
sobetantive questions. But they should not be discussed in isolation or necessarily
in contrast to other plans, but mainly in the context and within the framework of
their own plan, By its very nature, this may be a more constructive approach,

I will now turn briefly to'the work of the Committee of the Vhole, We hope
that the agreement on the pfiority discussion of the next two items will lead to
more substantive agreement, As we all know, however, a procedural agreement to
initiate study is no guarantee of the success of the etudy. We a2ll agree on the
usefulness of the suggested collateral measures for lessening tensions, building
confidence and facilitating agreemenf on general and complete disarmament.

Mr, 4Ltta, the representative of Nigeria, wae good enough to review the practical

" difficulties and hurdles stending in the way of implementing each, or almost each,

of the proposed individual collateral measures. The difficulty our two co-Chairmen
have encountered in agreeing on the order of discussion of the subsequent items

after war propaganda points to the possibility that almost every one of the collateral
measures suggested by the United States and the Sooiet Union necessitates certain
conditions wﬁich will probably not be attainable before ag}eement on &eneral and
complete diéarmament and the controls and confidence which go & loné Qith it. A4nd
yet those collateral measures were supposed to facilitate reachlng general and

complete disarmament.
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In order to break this vicious circle and to ove-come the practical obstacles
in the way of implementing .individual collateral measures, could we not think,
during our recess, of the possibility of discussing, with a view to implementing,
some or all of the collateral measures proposed by East or by Vest or otherwise,
as a package arrangement? The idea behind this tentative thought, which we
formulate for what it may be worth, is that cach individual messure may complete
and sustain the others and satisfy some of the requirements for the successful
implementation of the others, sometimes even balancing one another, so that the
general picture may be o more stabilized and balanced one than in the case of the
implementation of just one individual measure. It may be worthy of mention that
such a package arrangement of collateral measures, aside from favouring the
preservation of the requisite balance, may eesily facilitate future agreement on
disarmament and lead to such a treaty. It may also be a useful testing ground for
building and verifying possible similar disarmament techniques, In other words,
could this package arrangement not serve as a preliminary stage connected with or
leading into the disarmament process?

The eight new member States of this Conference presented their memorandum on
the cessation of nuclee~ weapon tests on 16 April, Since then the three nuclear
Powers have held many meetings of their Sub-Committee. ¥hile it is a source of
gratification to my dessgation that the joint memorandum should have been accepted
by all three nuclear Powers, we must hasten to admit that nothing could have been
further from the thinking of the eight sponsors than to have its interpretation
made the subject of polemiecs and controversy. To the delegation of the United
Arab Republic, as one of the sponsors, the memorandum was ccnceived in terms of
a compromise stand between the original two viewpoints. us one of its co-sponsors,
we never intended it to be construed as identifiable with any of those extreme
stands. A4ccepting the memorandum would to us, therefore, be tantamount to
accepting a new spirit or a new premise, meeting the basic requirements of
security of both East and Vest, as the eight new 3tates saw them,

We have noted that, at least in principle, some movement away from past stands
is detectable; but we hope that this movement will be carried to a more meaningful
and conciliatory end. In order to help contribute to reaching that end, my
delegation would venture to recall that the implementation of international

agreements can be guaranteed only up to a certain point., Elements that work in
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favour of such implementation are the moral consensus and compuncfioﬁs of the

world, as well as the obvious interest of all pafties to a treaty in compliance with
it and in the prevention of incurring possible sanctions. The representative of
Mexico, in his eloquent statement of 9 May 1962, voiced similar considerations.
Thus, accéptance of a test ban treaty would offer the prospect of a reasonable
settlement, compliance with which is motivated by the moral will of the whole world
as well as by the self interest of the parties,

Under such a test ban tready, a party which chose to defy international public
opinion, thus goiné against its own self—intefest, would also be appropriating the
onus of allowing the other parties to determine their own course of action with
regard to the treaty. The parties which have respected the treaty will not have
suffered irreparable damage. It has been observed that the time space between the
testing by one party and the new counter-series of tests undertaken by the other
party has not exceeded a few months,

The United States and the United Kingdom on 3 September 1961 offered the
Soviet Union the conclusion of a treaty ending tests in the atmosphere, with no
additional control measures other than those embodied in the national systems,
leaving the question of the disputed underground tests until such time as a new
scientific break-through had made it easier to come to an understanding about this
field, Obviously, and logically, the United States and the United Kingdom
selected this field of atmospheric tests as the target for their treaty because
they realised that it was from atmospheric tests that most of the dangers
emanated, whether in the field of the arms race or of radioactive fall-out or
radiation and other atmospheric disturbances. The same applies even more force-
fully to tests in outer space. It was also because they realised that atmospheric
tests.presented no majof controversy or no difficully in relation to identification
that they made this conciliatory and temﬁting offer,

The Soviet Union did not accept that offer tﬁen —- on the grounds that it
would leave the door open for underground tests —- and it went on with its
atmospheric tests. But on 28 November 1961 the Soviet Union offered the other
nuclear Powers the conclusion of an agrcement banniﬁg atmospheric tests -- which
again represented the greatest danger -- as well aé ﬂhder~water and'outer—spaée
tests under a treaty obligation, offering at the same time the imposition of a

voluntary suspension of underground tests. The United Stetes and the United Kingdom
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refused that offer, and once again gave as grounds the same reason as first put
forward by the Soviet Union, namely, that it would leave the door open for under-
ground tests. .

We may ask ourselves: why is it that each party came around with this ‘
apparently conciliatory and easy-to-accept offer when the other party was in no
position to accept it? We may go one step further and again ask ourselves: Since
less than a year ago it was possible for one party and the other to offer a test
ban treaty banning atmospheric tests, with no additional international obligatory
controls required, and relegating the solution of the more thorny, less important
underground tests to some future date, would it not again prove possible for both
parties to give a little here and a 1little there and arrive at a settlement which
might embody the desires, and indeed the spirit, of the offers of both parties
already referred to?

Again one is still tempted to ask oneself whether, since both parties have
already conducted their atmospheric tests, the United States, the United Kingdom and
the Soviet Union could not with a little more effort synchronize their timing, so
that their moments of conciliatory and tempting offers could coincide with the
propitious moments of receptiveness of the others.

Much has already been said about the advantages and disadvantages of conducting
atomic tests. However, one thing is certain, namely that no matter what their
degree of relative success, atomic tests have failed to impart a real sense o}
security to the party which conducts them, This party will always be in a race
against his adversary, against himself, and against science. As this race goes on
and on the feeling of security grows less and less, until finally one party decides
to end this intolerable insecurity by putting his atomic bombs to the real and final
test, This will be the end of his tests, of his insecurity, and of the world,
However, this is only one way to end tests.

WVhat I am more concerned with tackling at this particular juncture is the
spirit which should cheracterize the nuclear Powers'! approach to the interpretations
on the implementation of the joint memorandum.

I submit that there is another way to end tests -- a way based on the same
spirit of conciliation and practicality which was apparent in the United States and
United Kingdom offer of 3 September 1961 and in the Joviet Union offer of
28 November 1961, 1 should like to leave this thought with the Committee for

further consideration and study during the imminent recess.
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Witain the nexti rouad couid this not be brought about? Could not an agreément
be signed, reiferating the spirit of those previous offers, carrying them one step
further and harmonizing them wifh the spirit and content of the joint memorandum?

We have been filled with anxiety and'thorouzhly disturbed by repofts of
forthcoming Western o» Eastern atomic tests at a very high altitude, that is, in
outer space. Reputed scientists from all corners of the world have drawn our
atténtion to possible disturbances and the gra&e ill-effects which may result firom
tampering with the tremendous forces of that largely unknown ares, outer space,

| Apart from all those possible unknown evils and expected known dangers, there
is the certainty that if any party conducted tests in oubter space a hitherto
dormant arms race in outer space would be unieashed. Once this process began there
would be no stopping it.

it will do us no good to try to lay the blame at the doorstep of this party
or that party. The tragic fact will remain that in outer space, as well, the world
will have unfortunately reached that point of no return. This is no fantasy dr‘phre
imagination, although it may very well be a nichtmare. Therefore we should allkdo
our utmost to prevent those evils and dangers ol tests in outer space from
materializing. . :

The conclusioh of such a treaty will in all probability act as a catalyst.

It will set forth a chain reaction of related beneficial gside-effects, lessening
other political tensions, building up much-needed confidence, imparting fresh hopes,
and removing bottlenecks and hurdles on the collateral measures and the disarmament
negotiating tables,

Assuredly the advent of that happy and long-awaited event, the signature of
a test ban treaty, will be the right way <o end the atomic arms race. We have good
reason to believe that all parties concerned will honour and respect such a treaty;
for it will serve their owﬁ self-interest, as well as the interests of all humanity.

There is sometimes a tendency to picture the work of our Committee as a
controversy, & dispute, or a political confrontation between dast and West. The
fact of the matter as we conceive it -- and as we would rather the whole Committee
and world public opinion saw it —-- is that all of us in this disarmament Conference
are members of one team, Thes truth is that we are all pitted against the forces
of war and destruction, that we are all exerting our efforts for the triumph of

reason and the preservation of peace and all *hat is good in our society. In this
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we are all on the same side, If we accept this theory that we are all members of
one @nd the same team, animated by the same desires and working for the same ends,
then we are in duty bound to convey this message through our Press and other media
of communication to our peoples in order to suppress the tendency to picture our
work as a dispute or a quarrel between two divergent camps.,

Our task will be made easier only if world public opinion comes to the
realization that what is at stake here at this Conference is not the United States
or the Soviet Union disarmament plan —- for the final product of our talks will
probably be neither American nor Russian -- but rather the cause of world peace,
and the happiness and prosperity of all our peoples. The world Press has its line
of duty neatly cut out for it here.

The presence of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of our countries at the
beginning of the first round has given our work a useful impetus and its initial
momentum, Their deliberations and contacts have helped clarify and open up many
issues, Many of their statements and proposals were thought-provoking and inspiring
to the extreme. We are gll desirous that our next round should bear more fruit
than our first. We would like to leave the following thought with our two
co—Chairmen‘and with the Committee: that other ways and means, liable to give our
work at the next round the required impetus and renewed momentum, should be
considered.

In order to keep the door open for fruitful negotiation during the second
'round, we would wish to join our voice with the many similar appeals made by my
colleagues exhorting the big Powers to spare no effort during the recess and
thereafter to improve the political atmosphere and to shun any recriminations
which may further increase tension. 4bove all they should, patiently and without
interruption, continue their endeavours, always groping for ways and means to solve

outstanding political problems which have a direct bearing on our task.

Mr, DEAN (United States of America): I have listened most attentively
to the statements made by the representatives who have already spoken this morning;
I have found them very interesting and helpful and my delegation will certainly
give them the most careful consideration.

Today I should like to speak on two subjects which are of importance in
connexion with all three stages of our plan: +the United Nations peace force,

and verification,
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As 1 said yesterday, the difference between the United States and the Soviet
Union draft treaties is not just a matter of timing in the various stages. I
believe that there are differences which are conceptual,

First, lect me turn to the United Nations peace force, which our United Kingdom
colleague discussed in some detail yesterday. I have read his statement in the
verbatim record and bhave very little to add to his very akle presentation; I agree
with it,

Ls the representative of the United Kingdom pointed out yesterday, in the
completely disarmed world States cannot entrust the protection of their vital
interests solely to negotiations, conciliation, mediation, resolutions and the like,
These methods are of course very important and I do not mean in any way to cast the
slightest aspersion on these key and most importent diplomatic activities, However,
the history of international relations shows that they have never been sufficient
in themselves to deter a State determined to impose its will upon another 3tate.
Indeed, Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter envisages other methods.

I would doubt thet any country, and I include my own, would actually be
prepared tc disband its armies and to relinquish all its armaments -- something we
hope we can accomplish through our efforts here for general and complete
disarmament -- before it is confident, and can say so to its people, that an
effective international peace force exists which could if necessary defend it
against aggression and safeguard its legitimate interests.

Our Soviet colleague, Mr. Zorin, suggested in our fifty-first plenary meeting,
that:

"The fact that disarmament itself will be the surest and most certain means
of securing peace and the sccurity of States is disregarded. When the means
- of waging war are destroyed, when States dispose of neither armies nor armements,
no one will be able to start a war and no will be able to apply forece or
the threat of force in international relations." (ENDC/PV.51, p.l12)

1 wish 1 could agree with my 30V1iel colieague, but L eimply do Not IINna Llis
statement realistic. 411 of us around this table know, I am afraid, that some of
the means of aggression -- indeed, I might even say some of the means of warfare --
do not require tanks, machine guns and artiliery. David, I believe, killed Goliath
with a sling shot. Samson is supposed to have used the jawbone of an ass as a

weapon.,
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As 1 poiﬁted out in an earlier statement, even aftgr general and complete
disermament one State could still interfere, directly and even violently, with the
sovereignty and the independence of another State. One State could send into the
territory of another State trained agents capable of wreaking great destruction, by
poisoning the water supply, by improvised bombs, by burning property, by sabotaging
crucial facilities in‘a great city, and so forth,

If events of this/nature should teke place, it is hardly possible tkhat the
victimized State or its people would be content supinely to suffer the damage. Such
a State would undoubtedly do its utmost to muster all the forces at its command to
protect itself, and might even seek to re-arm itself, unless —- I repeat, unless --
there existed an effective international peace force which could be relied upon for
protection,

The United 3tates draft outline describes in general terms the best means we
could devise for the creation of an effective and reliable United Nations peace force.
Let me describe briefly its provisions and demonstrate how we believe that our
proposais would contribute to the achievement of a disarmed and peaceful world., The
first part of our pr0poéal is found on page 18 of document ENDC/30, paragraph 5 of
section H,

In stégé I, the parties to the treaty would undertake to develop arrangements
for the establishment in stage II of a Unitéd Nations peace force., To this end, the
parties would agree on a number of steps., First of all, the parties would agres to
an examination of the experience of the United Nations, leading to a further
strengthéning of United Nations forces for kéeping the peace.

The parties would also agree to examine the feasibility of concluding prompily
the agreements envisaged in Article 43 of the United Nations Charter. Finally, the
parties would conclude an agreement for the establishment of & United Nations peace
force in stage II. This agreement would include definitions of the peace force's
purpose, its mission, its composition, its strength, the disposition of this force,
its command and control, the treining, the logistic support, the financing, the
equipment and armaments. ‘ “ o

First of all, it may be asked, why should we examine the experience of the
United Nations in order to strengthen the United Nations forces for keeping the
peace? The answer is that the United Nations has been in existence for some
sixteen years and in this significant period -- only a few years shorter than that
between the two great World Wars -- the United Nations has engaged in a substantial

number of very important operations or efforts to keep the peace,
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These operations have varied in scele., There have been celatively small
operations, such as the United Navions commission in Greece in 1947. Then there
have been some large-s.:le operations; such og was invoived in the organi-zation of
the forces under the Unified Cormand in ¥Xorea. pursuant %o th2 regolution of
25 June 1950, which invoived tke contribuiion of many divisions of men, heavy
armaments, vasl suppiy problems, and th- like; or in the estobliskment of the
United Nations Fmergency Force in tae Middls Eag?’, tc which I shall advert later.

-
]

On some occasion: a relatively smull number cf countries have partisipated.

In other cases many countvies have been involved; as in the recent case of the
Congo, But permii me %o point cub thal, as I am sure you are all awave, while the
United Nations forces -- not including any forces from the great Powers —- have
been involved in the Congo, the ability to get ithece mea to the Congo and Zin many
cases o suppiy them with food and logisvic support has depemded on tlc exigtence
of arms and bransportation in <the hands ol the great Powers oxr other Powers which
have helped the United Nations in this operstion. I every countrv was completely
and totally disarmed, these forces would not be readily available to tre Secretary-
General; to be given to the United Natious forces or Yo be utilized at his request.

AL

It seems o me that we have a valuable opportunity, which it would he difficult

to overestimate, v0 examine the problems and soiutions which werz fouud in the
various situations. If we btake advantage of thir opporitrnity and apply the lessons
of United Nations experience in the past, ther we ghould be able o tcke important

steps in strengthening the ability ol the United Nations 4o ke2p the pe

\‘)

ce,
I bave referred to the "feasibiliyy" of conmcludirg the agreocments envisaged
in Article 43 of the United Nations Cherter, bLecause there is a meal question
whether it will prove feasible. Ir passing, I call abtterlion he the foct itkat when
the United Nations Charter was drarted in fan Frarvcisco in 1945, A»tizle 43 was not
drafted with the idea that we would be carrying out gereral acd complete disermament.
That is & very important fact that should not be forgotten whon statemenvs are made
to the effect tha’ everything can be carried ous in accordance with Avticle 43.
The agreements envisaged iun Article 43 are tc he conciuled between the Securiv
Council and Memhees of the United Nationsy; thus these arrangements are suvject
veto by any permanen® member cf the sSe-vvity Cocum-~il.
1 thirk we 2ll remember whal happened in the United Natlons Military Sveff

Committee vwhen it sought 4o lay the basisg for szresmenis undsr feiicle 43 shortly

|5

after the founding of the United Nations. 1% did nol prove possibile t¢ mup out a



ENDC/PV.55
40

(Mr, Dean, United States)

plan acceptable to 211 the permanent members of the Security Council, or even to
agree upon the principles which should govern the organization of the forces to be
made available to the Security Council under irticle 43, 1 am sorry to say that no
agreements were ever reached. We are quite prepared to try again, but I must ask,
in the light of our past experience, whether it is wise to pin all our hopes on
agreements pursuant to Article 43 of the United Nations Charter, as is the case in
the Soviet draft treaty.

In addition to the possibility of implementing Article 43 of the United Nations
Charter, the United States plan also states that the parties to the disarmament
treaty would agree to conclude agreements among themselves for the establishment of
a United Nations peace force in stage II.

The United Kingdom representative yesterday gave us some very valuable thoughts
concerning a number of the problems which would arise in organizing the United
Nations peace force., We welcome the views of our United Kingdom collezgue and
subscribe to the three principles which he has developed.

I am sure that everyone at this table will agree that this Conference is
particularly fortunate to have sitting with us one representative who has personally
served the cause of international peace-keeping in the zone of actual danger. 1
refer of course to the representative of Canada, General Burns, who has not only
headed the United Nations Truce Supervisory Organization in the Near East but also
commanded the United Nations Emergency Force., It seems to me that the contribution
of constructive ideas by such countries as Canada, as well as other countries
which have participated in United Nations peace-keeping activities, will be
invaluable,

In stage I, the United States also proposes that the parties to the treaty
would agree to support the establishment within the United Nations of a peace
observation corps (ENDC/30, page 19, paragraph 6). It appears to us that it would
be significant contribution to the ability of the United Naotions to maintain peace
for it to have o standing cedre of observers who could be despatched promptly to
investigate any situation which might constitute a threat to or & breach of the
peace, In addition, elements of the peace observation corps could also be
stationed as appropriste in selected areas throughout the world.,

Experience in the United Nations demonstrates that the presence of impartial
representatives of the United Nations can have & stabilizing effect in troubled

areas and can even prevent the outbreak of hostilities. A4gain, we think we should
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examine the experience which the United Nations has had in this field and should
draw on that considerable experience in establishing the peace observetion corps.

We have heard a goud deal from our Soviet colleague, to the effect that the
United States plan seeks to bypass the United Nations. Nothing could be further
from the truthj indeed, I welcome the statement made by the representative of
India on that point this morning. On the contrary, the United States wishes to
strengthen the United Nations by creating a United Nations peace force which can
guarantee effectively the rights of States as set forth in the TCharter of the
United Nations, Ulir. Zorin has stated on many occasions that Article 43 of the
United Nations Charter provides the means for establishing forces which may be used
by the Security Council, bu’ this certainly does not mean that Members of the
United Nations may not agree to create institutions such as the United Nations
peace force which may be necessary in order to safeguard, in a world of general and
complete disarmament, their fundamenval rights under the United Nations Charter,

Article 43 of the United Nations Charter does not exhaust the means provided
in the Charter to ensure the collective security of Members of the United Nations.
As I have already mentioned; we have behind us valuable experience, some of it
representing improvisation in the face of urgent requirements, some growing out of
the broad recommendatory powers of the General Assembly as laid down in Articles 10,
11 and 12 of the Charter and all of it entirely within the authority of‘the United
Nations. Thus there exists ample precedent and broad authority to carry out within
the framework of the Charter what we have in mind in improving the peace-keeping
machinery of the United Nations,

I wish to turn briefly now to the subject of verification,

As the representative of Brazil so ably pointed out yesterday, veiiﬁication
is essential to our efforts here; without proéress towards agreement on this

problem we cannot make much progress towards our goal of general and complete

disarmament.
In the case of verification -- and the representative of the United Areb
Republic pointed this out this morning —- the differences between the two plans are

considerable in both stage I and stage I1, as has become evident in our discussion
here. The basic differences indeed appear to continue into stage III; even to the
end of the disarmament process. In the United States plan verification of agreed
reductions and of the cessation of production and other prohibited activities

would proceed in stage III at declared locations much as in earlier stages.
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Progressive zonal inspection or some comparable technique which would do the job
effectively would be used to provide assurance, as a substantive and not merely a
technical matter, that arms and armed forces which were supposed to be reduced were
not in fact retained, and that »rohibited activities were not being carried out at
undeclared locations. This would, of course, be absolutely crucial by the time we
got to stage III. None of us, I assume, would relish tle thoughit of waking up some
morning after we have, for example, in good faith eliminated all our nuclear and
conventional weapons only to find that others have not done so and now threaten to
take advantage of that fact. By the end of stage 111, therefore, progressive zonal
inspection or some adequate substitute for it would have to cover effectively all
territory, because there will come a time when we will have to be sure that this
process is going to work; we cannot afford to have some papering-over formula as

a2 substitute for real destruction and verification. Only then can we have real
assurance that there are not secret weapons or activities in exisvence.

The Soviet draft provides that the international disarmament orzanization
shall have the right in stage IIL "of access at any time to any point within the
territory of each State party to the Treaty" (ENDC/Z, page 24), On the face of it,
this would seem o be close to what welave in mind.

However, I ctll attention to the facv that the purnose of this inspection is
not to verify whether parties to the treety have retained arms or continued
prohibived activities secretly. According to this same article in the Soviet
draft, it is "for purposes of control over ithe prevention of the re-estvablishment
of armed forces and armements." (Ibid,) This may be inbended to limit what the
inspectors can look at or what they can do with the information they find. Last
Thursday, in discussing this language, our Soviet colleague put the same qualifica-
tion on it, He said that his delegation thought it:

"necessary that the internastional dissrmament organization should ensure

effective conlrol over the prevention of the re-establishment of armed forces

and armaments, for which »urpose it should have the right of access at any
time to any point within the territory of each State party to the treaty."

(ENDC/PV.51, —.14)

A

In analyzing what this means, I call my colleagues! attention to the fact that
in our negotiations on part I our Soviet colleague agreed that the treaty should
ensure that "control arrangements are instituted progressively throughout the

disarmament process". (ENDC/40/Rev.1l, p.3)
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However, our Soviet colleague refused to add to this clause language stating
that the objective of verification was "to provide assurance that agreed levels of
armaments and armed forces are not exceeded." Thus, in his view, it is not the
purpose of inspection to verify that parties do not violate provisions concerning
agreed levels, Moreover, he alse rejected language on the veto which comes
directly from the Joint 3tatement of Agreed Principles. It provides that the treaty
would "ensure that the Organizetion and its inspectors have unrestricted access
without veto to all places as necessary for the purpose of effective verification.”
(ibid.)

In rejecting this language, our Soviet colleague said that it would mean that
no veto would be applicable to the inspection "to provide assurance that agreed
levels of grmaments and armed forces are not exceeded," This is the language I
quoted first; which he hed also rejected. Thus, our Soviet colleague clearly does
not want the inspectors to find out whether agreed levels are exceeded by any party,
and we must therefore assume -~ I would be very glad to be corrected if I am wrong --
thal the slags III language of the Soviet draft would not permit such inspection.

I2 1 read ard understand the Soviet draft correctly, inspectors would witness only
the actual destruction of wecapons or the burning of those weapons in stage III,

In the case of conventional armaments and armed forces they would "exercise control
over the disbanding of troops, and over the destruction of armaments and military
equipment" and so forth., (ZENDC/2, p.20). So far as I caen tell —-- and again I
vould iike to be corrected 1f I am wrong -- the inspectors would never even receive
a declaration from the parties of the total amount of troops and conventional
armaments tvhat each possessed at the beginning of general and complete disarmament,

The came clause provides that they would have access in stage III, not to all
documents relating to these armaments and armed forces, but only to those "perteining
to the disbanding of all personnel of the armed forces," Thus, putting aside for
the moment the fquestion of arms production, the only informetion the inspectors
would apparently have under the Soviet draft plan is the number of weapons that
were being déstroyed, which I will call "Y¥". The inspectors would not be able to
verify +the original number which existed, which I will call "X". Indeed, as I
read the Soviet plan the inspectors would not even be told what the figure "X" was,
and would not be able to verify the final number -- let us call it "Z", In the
formula X~-Y=Z, we have three unknowns, but the inspectors would be given only one
of them; that is “"Y", the amount being destroyed. So the inspectors would have to

struggle with two unknowns.
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I submit that no one can determine that "Z" is zero or almost zero unless
he either knows "X" or has the necessary information %o ascertain "Z", And I think
we can all agree that nero, or "Z", is the most important figure.

In this connexion, I must say that I do not fully understand the remarks made
by the representative of India at our forty-seventh meeting (ENDC/¥V.47, pp. 5 et S€Go) e
The representative of India seemed to assume that the inspectors would be given the
figure "X" -— that is, what one had at the beginning -- but he did not say who would
give it to them or how they would know it was accurate. As you all know, cne of the
big stumbling blocks in the past was that no start could be made on the destruction
of arms until there was complete verification. In drafting our plan we thought we
had taken a very major step forward in being willing to go ahead with stage 1 without
insisting on this complete verification at the beginning. Therefore, I am assuming
that the representative of India is not proposing that "X", the original level, be
completely verified befurz we start.

The representative of India also said -- taking my symbol "Z" or zero —- tkat
the figure after reduction might Le made up of two figures: +that is, legally
retained arms and clandestiuely retained arms. I agree that this is true, but I
do not see that this makes our probiem any the less difficult. I{ "Zi", or zero,
is the figure we ave to verify, it seems to me that we must look at both components
which make it up. In other words, we must verify the level of legally retained
arms and we must make sure that none are retained clandestinely. How eise can we
possibly know what the retained levels are? If, for example, the illegally retained
are mixed in with the legally retained, and one cannot look at those labelled
"egally retained", how does one find out what has been illegally retained? This
is a highly practical metter about which, I submit, we are going to have to be
clear and spe-ific.

The representative of the Soviet Union criticized the United States drafi
outline because, he said, it provides no inventory of nuclear weapons until the
end of stage II. (ENDC/PV.41, page 40). DMore recently, the representative of India
repeated this criticiesm of the United States draft outline (ENDC/PV.51, D.21).

But as 1 pointed out very specifically at our forty-third meeting, a declaration
would be submitted at the beginning of stage II which would provide information on
the fissionable material coamponent of all nruclear weapons (ENDC/PV.43, page 1T7).
This seems to me to be very specific, If it is not, I should like to know in what

respect it is deficient., Quite frankly, I do not see in the Soviet draft outline
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any provision for an inventory of nuclear weapons, either in stage II or indeed
anywhere else., If one does exist in the Soviet draft treaty, I would be very glad
to have it brought to my attention. ‘
I realize that at our forty-first meeting the representative of the Soviet
Union said that:
"In proposing the complete elimination of nuclear wespons in the second
stage, the 3oviet Union provides that States, before proceeding to
implement this measure should submit the necessary information about

their existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons." (ENDC/PV,41, p,40)

Perhaps our Soviet colleague intends to add this language to the Soviet draft —-
and 1 hope that he does, But all I find in the Soviet draft is that States must
make avallable documents:
", e, pertaining tc the extraction of nuclear raw materials, to their
processing ond te their utilization for military or peaceful purposes."”
(ENDC/2, p.15)
I should like to ask whether this language is intended to provide the

inspectors of the international disarmament organization with & complete inventory
of nuclear weapons av the beginning of stage II., If that is the intention, I
welcome it; buv I would suggest +thot the language be redrafted to say just that.

The representative of India Las also indicated that he does not accept the
view that verificalion of the complete elimination of all nuclear delivery vehicles
would be vexy dirficult. He divided them into three categories: ships, aircraft
and missiles, He then said:

... I would like to point cut that two of these categories™ —-- ships

and aircraft —- "are fairly easy to control, and the third cetegory" --

missiles ~- "is not as difficult to control as onc is sometimes given

the impression it is by being told that these are awfully involved,

complicated and extremely technical matters.”" (ENDC/PV.51, p.30)

In draftirg the United States plan we brought together a large number of people
who were 1ecommended tc us as ouistanding experts who had spent a good part of their
lives in the control of inventories or setting up methods by which one could control
such things. Thes~ people have drawn up a large number of solutions based upon the
probability of mathematics, They are similar to the principles of mathematics that
occur in these sampling programmes. But I must confess that in all our work with
them in trying t2 set up a truly verificble and effective system, we have found this

still to Le a rether difficult and compliceted »roblem,
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If we have exaggerafed the difficulties involved in this problew, I would welcome
a slmpllflc ulODqA I was very ha pny 1ndeed to hear the representatlve of India say -
this morning that he intends to amullfy hlc ideas on this score and I look forward- to
this more detailed statement. In passing, I would like to suggest to the representative
of India that he consider, us a fourth category; vehicles that run on land and, vpossibly
as a fifth category, vehicles thet may be orbited in outer space. I would élso direct
his attention to the fact, as he is doubtless awafe, that modern téchnology is producing
ever smaller and more efficient nuclear weapons; I usé the word "efficient" in the
sense of greater degtrucfive capacity. I wiéh to assure my colleagues that we are not
intending to megnify in any way the dlfflcultles and compllcatlons involved in this
work. dn fact, woe would welcome any suggestions as to how these technical problems can
be reduced. However, I do think we have to address ourselves with a high degree of
realism to these problems and we must be sure that anything we set up will work
effectively.

I would like to conclude by saying that I agree with what our Brazilisn colleague
said at our meeting yesverday —- namely:
".ss 1f the United States draft involves measures which may resemble
esplonage, then this espionage would also be carried out on American
terrluory with consequences similaxr to those feured by the Soviet Union."

(ENDC/PV.54, p.28)

I would like to assure this Committee that we have not at any time or under cny
circumstances had the idea of using the features of’our general and complete
disarmament élan as a means of espionage. If there is any other way that we can carry
this out which would sctisfy our Soviet cclleagues! feelings on the question of
espionege, or if there i3 any method better than progressive zonal inspectioﬁ, on which
we spent a lot of time and which Wezthought was a uniqﬁe contribution in the field of
general and complete disarmﬁment, we ﬁould be only too happy to hear about it.

We dc not apprbach these methpds‘of verifiéation, or even progressive zonal
inspection, with a closed mind. Méfely because we have already spent a great deal of
tihe on zonal inspection and recommend it in the absence of’sbme better method, does
not mean +hat we cre frozen to it. We‘huve‘doné everything we can to try to get around
this duéstion o; esplonage whl‘e dlsarmament is g01ng on, ‘but I do agree with my
Brazilian colleague “that 1f vcrlflcatlon is onerous its burdens will fall equally on
the United States and the Soviet Union. LJé}do believe, as I know ¢il of us here
believe, that we haVe to push forward on this question of general and complete

disarmamenv. ALnd. speeking only on behelf of the United States, we are quite prepared
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%2 pay whatever »rice we have to pay in having inspectcrs from the international
disarmament organization roaming around our country and making inspections in order tc
accomplish general and comnlete disarmament. But we would be happy to co-operate in
an cifort to reduce this burden.

That compietes my remarks, but, with the approval of my co-Chazirman, I would like
to ruks a suggesvion. I note that there are a number of other representatives who
wish to speak on this question. We have agreed to meet informally this afternoon, out
T wonder whether 1t would be agreeable to my co-Chairman and to the Conference if we
were to devote part of the afternoon to a further plenary meeting so that those whose
names are aiready inscribed on the list could have the opportunity of making their

statements,

The CHAIRMAN (Czechoslovakia) (translation from French): I am very glad the
represcentative of the United States has made this suggestion, because I was concerned
about the same problum, Thers are still three representatives who wish to speak today
and five on the list for tomorrow morning. I vhink we can hardly ask all today's
cpcakers to postrone their statements until tomorrow morning, and I welcome the

sugges<cion made vy the United States representative. What does the representative of

the Sovied Union think?

Mr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian):

Acvually I intended to make the same kind of proposal as tnat put forward by the
United States representative. As we shall be having our last meeting tomorrow,; we
should of zourse today complete consideration of these matters and hear those speakers
who exe down o spesk at today's meeting. I am therefore in entire agreement with the
United States representativets proposal that we should continue today's meeting after
lunch, resuming at 3 p.m. instead of 3.30 p.m., heor those speakers still on the list

for todey, and then hold an informal meeving.

The CHAIRMAN {Czechoslovakia) (translation from French): The representative
of Bulgaria ig wiliing not to speak until tomorrow morning; so at this afternoon's
pleovery meeting we shall hear the representatives of the Soviet Union and Sweden.

Since ‘therc is agreement on this proposal, we shall meet in plenary at 3 p.m. to
hear the representatives of the Soviet Union and Sweden, after which we shall hold an
inrovmzl meeting-

1t _was 0o decided.
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The meeting was suspended at 1.10 p.m. and resumed at 3.20 p.m.

Hr. ZORIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian):

At our morning meeting today we heard a number of important statements by the
representatives of Poland, India, the United Arab nepublic and the United States.
It is not my intention to examine these statements now. I merely wish to say that
the ideas put forward by the representatives of India and the United Arab Republic
are worthy of the most serious attention from our point of view and should, in my
opinion, be considered in connexion with the plans that we shall discuss after the
recess.

Before proceeding to develop certain points in our reactions to the statements
made yesterday, I should like to say a few words on some of the views expressed today
by the United States representative. 1 shall not touch on everything that he said,
but wish to draw attention to two of the points that he made +today.

When speaking on control, he cdealt with two aspects of the question. On the
one hand he spoke of verification of the levels of armaments, and in this regard he
referred to the unagreed points of article 2 of the working draft of the treaty,

(ENDC/40/2ev.1), in connexion with the two paragraphs proposed by the United States.

The representative of the United States wished to demonstrate that the Soviet
Union is opposed to verification of levels and is moreover establishing the right of
veto on verification by the international control organization. I must state that
the views expressed by the United States representative merely confirm that, in
essence, the United States is maintaining its old attitude on control. Although
there were moments during our meetings when it appeared that the United States had
retreated somewhat from its position of overall verification of all armaments, it is
clear from today's statement by the United States representative that it has, in
essence, returned to this pusition.

Mr. Dean, in fact, referred to the insistence by the United States on the need
to verify the level of armaments existing before the commencement of disarmament,
before the commencement of u reduction in armed forces and armaments and also to
verify the retained armaments. I must say that these remarks by the representative
of the United Gtates lead to sad reflections. Puring the first part of our work here
the United States was apparently trying to prove that it had renounced this principle

or, at least, had renounced the principle of verifying all armaments and armed forces
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before the commencement of disarmament. Now, however, this principle is the one
that it is in fact adopting.

The same applies to retained armaments. During the whole course of our
discussions hitherto, the United States has been telling us that it does not insist
on overall verification of retained armaments but that what it has in mind is zonal
inspection, which, in its opinion, simplifies the problem of verification. Today's
statément, however, indicates that the United States is, in fact, adopting its
former attitude and insisting on overall verification of retained armaments. This
is what we call control of armaments and it is, of course, a position that is not
only unacceptable to us but also impracticable and inexpedient, as has been shown
throughout our discussions.

The fact that the United States has now returned to this position only shows
that all its talk of having adopted a more flexible attitude on this question was
without foundation. In this connexion, I should also like to explain (as,
incidentally, was done during the discussion of the working draft of article 2) that
we pointed out that our opposition to the clause in article 2 mentioning control
without veto is motivated by the United States insistence on verification of levels,
i.e. of all armaments and armed forces, whatever the strength of the armaments and
armed forces subject to reduction,

For precisely the same reason we feel that it is impossible to tolerate a
situation in which all armaments and armed forces, even those not subject to
reduction, would be controlled and in which there would be complete freedom of move-
ment in any district of the country being inspected. We are, of course, opposed to
this, Our negative attitude to this second paragraph on the veto is therefore
connected with our negative attitude to the very principle of verifying existing
armaments without their being subjected to reduction and without verification of
these armaments in process of reduction.

The second remark that I should like to make in this connexion is a clarifica-
tion of the question raised by the representative of the United States, when he dealt
with control over the prevention of the re~establishment of armed forces. He read
our text of article 38 and, in so doing, offered an explanation. Paragraph 2 of

the article states:
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"For purposes of .control over the prevention of the re—establishment of
armed forces and armaments, abolished as & result of general and complete
disarmament, the. International Disarmament Organizatiocn éhall have the right
of access at any time to any pecint within the territory of egch State party to

the Treaty." ENDC/2, p.24).
" Mr. Dean has cast doubt upon this "right of access at any time to any point",

and in doing so referred to our negative attitude to the analogous paragraph in
article 2 on control (ENDC/40/Rev.l, p.3), in which it is stated that the inspectors
can visit any locality without veto. I nust say that there is no foundation what-
soever for these doubts since the reference here is to the last stage of disarmament,
when there will no longer be armaments and armed forces and when all that remains
will be a defined category of militia and police, the strength of which has been
agreed and the stationing of which has also been agreed. Paragraph 2 states that
under these conditions we are entirely willing to afford the "right of access at
any time to any point within the territory of each State party to the Treaty."

Here we do not envisage any restrictions. I wish to clarify this so that there-
should not be any misunderstanding on this score.

My final remark concerns nuclear weapons. The representative of the United
States asked us where we mention the inventory of nuclear weapons to be destroyed
and where we refer to the lists and data to be submitted before the destruction of
nuclear weepons. I must say that if the United States delegation had studied our
draft treaty attentively they would probebly have noticed that we do not in general
make separate mention of an inventory, of lists or of data at cach individual stage,
but that there is one general paragraph that defines our attitude to this question
at all stages of disarmament. This is paragraph 5 of article 2, "Control Obliga-
tions", which reads: o

"The States party to the Treaty shall in good time submit 4o the Inter-~
national Disarmament Organization such information about their armed forces,
armaments, military production and military appropriations as are necessary to

carry out the measures of the corresponding stage."” (ENDC/2, p.4).

These are the general provisions and general obligations which we deem it essential
to accept ourselves 2nd which we recommend any State to accept. In conformity

with this principle and this obligation, it is our intention that the information
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necessary for the execution of a given stage will be made available at that stage.
If 100 per cent reduction or destruction of a given type of armament is proposed at
this particular stage, information will be submitied on all 10C per cent of this
type of armament. This is a general principle that applies to conventional
armaments, to means of delivery and to nuclear weapons. There is, therefore, no
foundation for the doubts here expressed by the representative of the United States.
We envisage supplying the information essential to the stage at which nuclear
weapons are desitroyed.

‘These are the remarks that I deemed it essential to make in connexion with
ir. Dean's statement this morning.

1 should now like to make a few observations arising from statements at
yesterday's meeting of the Committee, First, I should like ‘o consider the
statement by Lir. Dean.

In setting out the United States proposals for stage III disarmament, Mr. Dean
emphasized strongly that they had the same objective as the Soviet proposals.
Yoreover, he assured us that with a slight exception these proposals were practically
identical. He even counselled us not to create difficulties where they did not
exist (ENDC/PV.54, op. 41,42,

7e should, of course, be very glad if the United States position were identical

to our own and if it pursued the end to which our govermment is striving - general
and complete disarmament. Unfortunately this is not the case, “hereas the

Soviet Union proposes the clear aim of total liguidation of the'military'machine,
leaving only police (or militia) at the disposal of States, the United States has

in mind that even after general and complete disarmament there should remain in
being forces that, albeit reduced, are nevertheless armed forces similarin structure
and command to those at present in existence, This was once again confirmed in

¥r, Dean's statement yesterday. The retvention of armed forces with their present
structure means the retention of a nucleus for the re-establishment of powerful armed
forces with all the ensuing consequences, We are of the opinion that the carrying
out of general and complete disarmament should radically affect the tasks and
functions of the forces remaining at the disposal of States. These functions should
no longer be military but should be functions normally carried out by militia or
police, Here we are at variance with you, Mr. Dean, and this is a major and, I

would say, fundamental difference which is in nc way indicative of unity of purpose.
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Whereas the Soviet Union proposes firm obligations regarding the elimination
and prohibition of nuclear weapons, the United States does not in reality intend
such action. Mr. Dean attempted to lay particular emphasis on his statement that,
like the Soviet Union, the United States envisages the destruction of nuclear
weapons. But Mr. Dean, it is not long since we discussed the first Part of the
draft treaty in this very room. The Soviet Union wanied a paragraph on the banning
of nuclear weapons included in this Part, insisting that this was an essential con-
dition if destruction of nuclear w2apons was not to remain an idle dream but was to
become a reality. The United States delegation categorically rejected this proposal.
This means that the United States at least envisages the pocsibility of the use of
nuclear weapons even after the advent of what is referred to as general and complete
disarmament. Everyone knows who would suffer the greatest loss if nuclear weapons
were used. It is not by accident that nuclear weapons are called weavons of mass
destruction, their use would give rise to thousands, hundreds of thousands and millions
of casualties not merely among those on whose heads the bomb fell, but also among
those exposed to radioactive fallout.

The Soviet Union is striving to eliminate for ever the possibility that nuclear
weapons may be used and to free our planet of this means of mass slaughter. If
the matter is carefully considered, it is apparent that the United States is not
merely preserving nuclear weapons but also wishing to justify their use by inter-
national agreement. After all this they still speak of some unity of purpose.

Mr. Dean is at pains to find justification for his position. Yesterday he
referred to a statement by Mr. Khrushchev, Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers,
in an interview with the correspondasnt of the "New York Times", Mr. Sulzberger
(ENDC/PV.54, . 42}, However, Mr. Khrushchev's remark referred to conditions in
which there is no agreement on general and complete disarmament. The question
of banning nuclear weapons is posed on an entirely different plane, under conditions
of general and complete disarmament. We do rot think that lir. Dean failed to note
the provision in our draft “reaty obliging States to adopt legislation banning
nuclear weapons, and providing for severe punishment of persons who dared to make
such weapons (ENDC/2, p.14). Our draft treaty contains such a provision. There
is nothing of a similar nature in the United Stetes document. On the contrary,

the United States document is full of reservations, the object of which is both to
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equip the so-called international armed forces with nuclear weapons and to leave
these weapons in the hands of individual States.

We shall not dwell on Mr. Dean's quarrel with our conclusion that the United
States proposals would leave certain military bases at the disposal of States even
after general and complete disarmament. If there was anything new in the arguments
put forward yesterday by Mr. Dean and also by Mir. Godber on this count, it was a
recognition of the possible retention of military bases abroad after general disarma-
ment. This new point shows the gulf between the Vestern proposals and a real
programme of general and complete disarmament.

4 considerable part of Mr. Dean's statement yesterday was a justification of
the United States' desire to create powerful international forces, capable of
suppressing any State, and to equip them with nuclear weapons.

Today also Mr. Dean repeated some of these points and developed them slightly,
but the main defence of the Western Powers' position on this gquestion was undertaken
by the United Yingdom representative, lir. Godber. It may be said that his statement
of yesterday is the credo of the Western Powers on the system for safeguarding security
during the course of disarmament. Since Mr. Dean fully associated himself with
Mr. Godber today, it can be taken that this is the general VWestern position,

Mr, Godber formulated three basic principles that, in the opinion of the
Western Powers, justify the establishment of powerful international forces to pre-
serve peace. Before proceeding to an examination of these principles we feel that
it is necessary to touch on Mr. Godber's general attitude to the question, the
attitude that may be said to underlie his principles. He let drop the remark:

"It is no good our seeking to create a world safe for bandits."
(ENDC/PV.54, ».11)

This is a very remarkable utterance, and one that reflects the attitude of the

Western Powers to the honour, dignity and prestige of States, 4 treaty on disarmament
is, after all, not the same thing as internal legislation applied to the private
citizens of a State but is the expression of relations between States. Here modern
States are being treated as potential criminals. The conduct of States and the
conduct of the individual are quite different things that, I would have said, could

not be compared. The same criteria cannot be applied to the conduct of a State as

to the conduct of an individual. To do so would represent a purely mechanical and

incorrect approach.



ENDC/PV.55
54

(dir. Zorin, USSR)

Mr. Godber expressed disagreement with our conclusion that the proposals of the
Western Powers for keeping peace and security by-pass the United Nations Charter.
Mr. Godber emphasized that each of the many organizations to be set up under the
United States proposal would bear the stamp of the Unitéd Nations and expressed the
wish that he would hear no more conclusions of this kind from the §oviet delegation.
We, however, are forced to draw such conclusions if, while paying lip service to the
United Nations, measures are proposed that clearly infringe the provisions of its
Charter. He base our conclusions on faets and not on words,

The representative of India has today drawn our attention to the existence
of Section H, "Measures to Strengthen Arrangements for Keeping the Peace", in the
United States outline. Paragraph 2.a. of this Section reads:

"The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support a study by a subsidiary
body of the International Disarmament Organization of the codification and
progressive development of rules of international conduct related to
disarmament,"  (ENDC/30, page 17)

He pointed out that Article 13 of the Charter states:

"The General Assembly shall initiate studies and make recommendations for the

purpose of:

(a2) "promoting international co-operation in the political field and

encouraging the progressive development of international law and its

codification; ..."

The question that therefore arises is why the United States wishes to entrust
the codification and progressive development of rules of international conduct to
some subsidiary body of the International Disarmament Organization when, under the
United Nations Charter, this function belongs tc the General Assembly of\the United
Nétions and to bodies set up by the Assembly? You will say here thaf you deem it
necessary to strengthen the United Nations. But is the organization strengthened
if, in place of a body set up by the General Assembly under the terms of the Charter,
you want to establish a new body that will replace the other, since it will carry
out the same functions and deal with the same questions of codification and pro-
gressive development of rules of internationzl behaviour, that is, rules of law?

This is one example of the way in which you claim that you wish to strengthen

the international organization already in existence, i.e. the United Nations, but in
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fact want to set up a new organization and by-pass the United Nations Charter by
entrusting matters to this new organization that, uader the Charter, are the
responsibility of the General Asseﬁbly.

Let us take another example, in connexioﬁ with the implementation of Article 43
of the United Nations Charter, which refers to the eotting up of international armed
forces. In the same section H of the United States proposcal it is merely suggested
that there should be examination of the feasibility of concluding promptly the
agreement envisaged in Article 43 of vhe United Nations Charter. In the very next
paragraph it is proposed, with complete disregard of this Article, i.e. by-passing
the United Nations Charter, to set up an international force by a new procedure not
provided in the United Nations Charter.

Paragraph 5.c. proposes conclusion of an agreement for the establishment of a
United Nations Peace Force including definition of its purpose, mission, composition
and strength, disposition, command and control, training, logistical support,
financing, equipment and armaments. Here is a second striking example. The
Charter contains a definite principle and definite provisions, embodied in Article 43,
on the procedure governing organization of international armed forces. You are
putting this aside and proposing to conclude an agreement on a new basis now to be
formulated, and not in accordance with the United Nations Charter. What is the
reason for this?

Mr. Dean has explained the reason today. He emphasized that no agreement has
yet been reached on the basis of Article 43 and alleged that this article does not
exhaust all the possibilities of strengthening colleciive security. He stated that
there are now experience, certain traditions and recent precedents available., Here
he referred to the setting up of armed forces in the cases of Greece, Korea, the
Congo and so on. First, however, all this i3 expericnce that violated the United
Nations Charter. In all these cases the armed forces sel up were not established
in accordance with the United Nations Charter but in violation of it. Secondly,
what is your intention? You said today ihat i+ hoas not yot been possible to reach
agreement on the setting up of armed forces under Article 43 because of lack of
agreement among the Permanent Members of the Security Council on the principles
governing the organization of these armed forces. Righv, that is a fact, but then

what follows from it? Is it now your intention to set up United Nations armed
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forces without the agreement of the Permanent Members of the Security Council? Is
this how you see things? If you think that international armed forces can be
established without the agreement of all the Permanent Members of the Security
Council, this means that you will establish them against the opposition of any one
of the diembers of the Security Council. Is this what you want? It is quite clear
that we shall never agree to this,

So there are two alternatives: either you will set up a United Nations force
against our opposition or, if you wish to set it up with our agreement, what
difference will there be? If we give our agreement to the setting up of an inter-
national force, why should our agreement to the creation of this force not be based
on Article 43?7 What difference would there be? In either case the agreement of
all the Permanent Members of the Security Council is necessary. If you obtain our
agreement to the setting up of an armed force in a certain form this agreement will
be in accordance with Article 43 also. We are represented on the Military Staff
Committee as well as at this meeting. So the Military Staff Committee will set up
"the armed force with our agreement in accordance with Article 43, If you wish to
do this without our agreement, you will be acting in opposition to us. But can
you conclude a treaty on general and complete disarmament against our opposition?
It is quite clear that this is unrealistic.

The question which then arises is why you aet in this way. There cah be only
one answer: you do not desire a treaty on general and corplete disarmament, because
if you do desire such a treaty it can only be achieved with our agreement and with
your agreement. We are well aware of this. The reason why we zre holding these
discussions with you is because we want to reach an agreement. If you want our
agreement, why do you try to set up armed forces in circumvention of the United
Nations Charter? Do you imagine that we shall agree to violate the United Nations
Charter? We declare to you openly that we shall not do so. We wish to set up an
armed force in conformity with Article 43 of the United Nations Charter. If you
have the same wish we shall not have any disagreement. In such case, why do you set
Article 43 aside and proceed without it? You can see from this analysis that your
position here is quite incomprehensible.

We shall now turn to the principles formulated by lir. Godber. His first

principle is that the international force, as he stated yesterday,
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"must be strong enough in numbers and equipment to be able to deal rapidly
and decisively with any force or opposition with which it may be confronted.”
(ENDC/PV.54, p.14)

What justification did Mr. Godber advance for this prineiple? His main argument

was that there is no confidence between states and that friction and suspicion

exist, In particular he stressed:
"The essential thing, therefore, seems to be that in the early stages of our
work, while there are so many unknown quantities, so many imponderable factors
to be taken into consideration, we should aim at establishing peace-keeping
machinery which will be strong, impartial and unquestionably effective.
Later on, if all goes well, perhaps we shall be able to allow it to runm
down to some extent as the need diminishes. One day, if confidence between
nations develops, as we hope it will, it may be possible ~—indeed it should
be possible ~~to bring the United Nations peace force down to a mere token

forece." (ibid., ».15) .

Anyone who considers the argumentation on which, in effect, Mr. Godber bases
his first principle will see that it is without foundation. We recall that, in
his first statements in defence of the American plan, Mr. Godber laid particular
stress on the plan's alleged advantage of leading to the establishment of confi-
dence. It would appear from the assurances of the Western Powers that, when
implementation of the plan is drawing to a close, confidence will ‘begin to reign

between States.

If one were to follow the logic of this reasoming it would, in the view of the

Western Powers, be essential to set up a large international force at this very
time, capable, as Mr. Godber said, of suppressing any opposition, since it is
preéisely at present that tension exists between States and this tension will only

begin to subside as disarmament is carried out.

Further, according to Mr. Godber's statement, the international force should be

reduced even, in his words, to a "mere token force", as confidence is strengthened,

But what are the provisions of the United States plan for the creation of an inter-

national force? The sequence is completely reversed. The international force
will be set up during stage II and will continuously increase to the end of general

and complete disarmament, even receiving nuclear weapons. The conclusion is



BENDC/PV.55
58

(lir, %Zorin, USSR)

iﬁescapable that this procedure for the development of the international force does
not pursue the aim of maintaining peace but clearly has some other aim, Should
not these aims be sought in the proposals of the United States for what are referred
to as rules of international conduct, various coercive measures for their enforce—
ment, and other similar provisions, which in ordinary language means the setting up
of what is in essence an international bludgeon to repress national liberation move-
ments and impose one's will on peoples by force? This is the only way in which one
can understand principles for the organization of an international force that grows
larger and larger towards the end of disarmament.

WMr. Godber devoted special efforts to defining the need to equip the inter-
national force with nuclear weapons. On the one hand he asserted that we were
wrong in accusing the Western Powers of desiring to place these weapouns in the
hands of an international force; on the other hand, his whole argument pointed to
the absolute necessity of equipping the international force with nuclear weapons.

It seems to us that, after Mr. Godber's statement, even those who still had any
doubts as to the actual position of the Western Powers on this guestiocn must have
had those doubts dispelled.

¥Mr, Godber's second principle is to be found in the clear relationship between,
as he put it,

"the adequacy of peace-keeping machinery in general, and the peace force in

particular, and the effectiveness of verification machinery". (ibid., p. 14)

However hard we tried, we were unable to find in Mr. Godber's subsequent remarks any
arguments in support of this seeond principle. In particular he alleged that the
Soviet proposals failed to ensure sufficiently effective verification. One asks
oneself what relationship the Soviet proposals have to Mr. Godber's principles. -

The sense of these principles was, after all, to justify the United States proposals
for setting up an international force, The United States delegation assures us,

with the active support of Mr. Godber, that these proposals ensure effective verifica-
tion throughout the process of disarmament, and we are once again faced with the
guestion: where does a large force come in? What inner compulsion makes it so

large and, furthermore, equips it with nuclear weapons? The artificiality of the

srinciple formulated by Mr. Godber emerges clearly from this,
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i shéuld remind members of the Committee that in the past the Western delegates
have made great play with the question of control in order to slow down a solution
of the disarmament problem. Control was turned into a matter of prime importance
and decisive significance attached to it., It is evident that these possibilities
are now exhausted or becoming exhausted. 4 more suitable lever is needed to slow
down agreement and it is at this point that the intimate correlation between control
and security measures appears on the scene.

The line of argument with which dMr. Godber supported his principle of the
correlation between control and security measures is very interesting, He declared:
"We must create a system where the rule of law applies equally to all nations"

(ibid., ». 15)

He also asked:

"and in how many recent crises have the Communist bloc, the Western Powers and

the non-aligned countries all found themselves in agreement?" (ig}g:)
He did not give a direct answer, but the inference was that this was a comparatively
rare occurence,

lir. Godber thus recognized that there are and can be differences between the
three groups of States in their understanding of various problems and in their
assessment of how they should be solved, He states that he wishes to ensure a rule
of law applying equally to all, Bat how can this be done other than by agreement,
even in such a matter as the command of the international force? Do you want to
give the command to a single individual, who would inevitably be a representative
of the Socialist countries, or the Vestern Powers, or the non-aligned States? It
is of course clear to everyone that in such a case the armed forces could be used
against the interests of any of the groups of three States and 4o the detriment of
their security. What has happened, Iir. Godber, 1o your desire to secure the same
law for all? It has disappeared. You speak of high principles, but in fact you
are practising the same old Western nolicy which you have aitherto succeeded in
practising in the United Nations -—a policy of encroaching on the interests of other
States. This is the heart of the matter, and it is for this that you need your
second principle.

lir. Godber's third principle is that the international force must be as far as
possible removed from the influence of individual states. How does the United

Eingdom representative propose to implement this principle? He states that these
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troops should conétitute a2 single body. The contingents supplied Ly given States
should not be stationed on their territory. The international force should not be
connected with any concrete provisions of’the disarmament treaty. To sum up, it
can be said that Mr. Godber would like to see the international force as some sort
of army of mercenaries al the disposal of some entity or other,

Mr. Godber did not nention what entity he had in mind, and confined himself
to general intimations that it would be under the aegis of the United Nations,
Nevertheless, his objection to establishing the command of the international forece
- on & just basis, on the basis of representation of the three groups of States,
shows clearly tﬁe way things are trending. The Jestern Powers do not desire to
afford the Socialist countries and the non-aligned States equal possibilities of
influencing the use of the international force. That remains? The Western Powers
remain. As far as we know, there are at present no other States in the world.

This is how lr., Godber's principle for the setting up of an international force
outside the influence of individual States looks in praetice,

I should now like to say a few words in connexion with the svatement of the
Brazilian renresentative, lir, de Mello-Franco, a number of whose observations merit
our attention. Vhen examining the rclationship belween the political and technical
aspects of control he noted:

"if we lose ourselves in the commlexivies of technical discussions on

control, e s:all hold up the progress of the nolivical nesoiiablons

fwl

-

without wiie: no trealy oz general anl complete disarmement cin De
concluded.” (EHDC/PV.24, 0.23)

This is what Iir. de Mello-Franco said, and it merits great attention, all the more

so because he had some experience of disarmament negotiations in the League of

st

Tations, which also got lcst in a maze of expert commiivtees of various types.

In the light of this statement I find that, despite nmy profound resjsect for the
renresentative of Brazil, his support for a technical study of ile whole question
of control at the present time is strange and unconvineing.

The position of the Soviet Union, of which we have spoken reveatedly, is
sirmple and clear. For tiae sbudy of vechnical questions to be possible and fruit-
ful it is above 2ll necessary to have & clear conception of wiat will be‘studied,
to have & basis for study, i.e. a political decision on definite disarmament

measures. Only when we have a unanimous view on the scope of diszrmament measures
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and on Yhe secvence in whiclh They saculd De ecawriel oud will encolingbion of the

tecinical problens of convrol be placed on a real JToundation and no’ degenerate into

Py

sverile ball: viich can orly Zold up dlhe Grafiing of en apreemenl on 4j sarmament.
Thev is our mosition. Llthough we o nov, as you see, agree will the representative
of Zrazil on Yals querstion, we shall nevertheless study seriously 2il his remarks

on this and vke cther maviers on which e spoke yesterday.
seria, v, Livo, made a staitement

e analvsed the Sovied and Univeld States proposals

b
and raised & number of guesvions to waich we should iiize to offer replies and

exzlanabions. Fer quite uncerstandeble reasons i, Lobva laid Hrine stress on
elininating “ke possibiliuvy of a nucleer war and on destroying auclear weaﬁons,

ere we are Iully in accord with him, anl whis is in fect the cormon demand of all

jeéples= 14 is in accoxdance Wifﬁ this demand thet She Soviet Union nwronoses thet

2ll means for the delivery of wnuclesar wearons sheu:id De destroyed in the first stage,

vnus excluding the possi®ilivy of a nuclear atuaci. tlthough 1x. 4tvta did not agree
with us on vhis quesbion he f&iled 4o show why he considers our g“oaosals inadequate,
Kfo Aota asiec u wﬁy we, i.e. Lhe Soviet Union, do no% propose 1G6C per cent
desiruction of haclear bomas Curing ohe fiist steze Phe Sovies delegavion has

5011ued oub veral t;meu wrat this ves due primexily bo the sSosition of the Testern

-

Powers, wiaiclh vere mnot nredersd to cail for thz elimizciion ond bagrlnc of nuclear

[§

wecoons from tie outset of digermanert, The present discussicn in vae Cornmittee

o)
=
€

Les monst raved vhis quite distinetly.
lir. abtvals second renarln was concevned with recuction in convenbtional armaments.

'

ficulv to follew lir. Atlta's reasoning.

>
B
¥}
e
i
s

Te pust sy franllly vhat vve Zind it
On ©whe one hanl he concluded vhab:

".... a fornula for an acriss-ithe-board cut can se founc, srovided that the
reduction in armaments will coxrx syond bto the reduction i e fowee levels”

f
’

! . . o
(ibid. 32}

e sense Hnat wr. Atta considers *“15 o be the path that

This can be understood in

s cf disarienent. This 7n, oF course, precisely

L

is most corrvecst &ad most in the interes

viay we envisgJe inm our plan. Mr. 4Atoc aimself noted, inter alins:

e

"In the Soviel Union plan, the reduction of armaizents will correspond to the

reduction in the force level™ (ibid., p. 34).

. »
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Why then is the represemtative of Iligeria dissabiisfied? Je can, however,
understand hin when he correctly notegs that the United States nroposal divorces
reduction in force strength from reduction in armenents. In fact the United States
oroposal leaves in existence the possibility of retaining considerable quantities of
arnanents thal can be used to redevelon armed forces.

At the same time we are unable to agree with lir, Atta when he alleges that the
Soviet proposals provide some possibility of retaining more advanced types of
armament. Cn the contrary, as far as the most advanced types of armament are con-
cerned -~ and at present these are the means of deiivery of nuclear weapons-—-1it is
precisely these that we shall eliminate in the firsi stage. lioreover, our proposed
sequence for vhe reduction of armed forces --mainly by disbanding under international
control entire military units, first and foremost those servicing means of delivery
o nuclear weanons ——-excludes any possibility of renlacing less advanced by more
advenced weapons.

lir. Atta, as already mentioned above, is extremely disturbed at the possibility
of a nuclear war. His remark that a nuclear war is impossible in two stages of
vhe United States plan is therefore a maitter for surprise. This is what Mr. Atta
saicd, but the United States representatives themselves cannot summon up the courage
to male this assertion, since it is nov in fact correct. Mr., 4btta here draws a
further parallel with the Soviet provosal. He asks what it is thet mekes a nuclear
war possible, Undoubtedly, two factors: +the existence of nuclear weapons and the
means for their delivery. e propose to eliminate one of these factors —-the
means of delivery ~—in the first stage and thus remove the danger of a nuclear
avvack, since nuclear weapons are immobilized without the means for their delivery
and cannot be used in war. The United States retains both these factors throughout
and even afier itne entire process of disarmament, Under the United States proposal,
therefore, the »mossibility and probability of nuclear war will continually hang
over the world. There is thus a radical difference between the Soviet and United
States proposals.

The representative of Illigeria then paid considerable atte:tion in his statement
to aspects of control, Zis vivid remerl: tnat the Jesbt was insistin "on looking
into the ears and hair .... for hidden weapons " (ibid.».37) is an apt description

of the position of the Testern Powers. In fact, in insisting on control where it
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is completely unnecessary, itle Western: Powers resenble those who want to undertake
vais type of inspection. Their proposels for zonel inspection do not alter this
desire of theirs end is nerely a sort of screen, FPernit us vo recall that at one

pos

neeving Lir. Dean presented us with the 2icture of eslablishmend of control over the
atvonic indusiry of States even before disarmament comrmenced. Jitr such an approach
by vhe Western Powers, zonegl inspection is nothing more than yet another addition to
the system of unjustifiesly wide control.

lire Atta also dealt with the questiion of the invexrnational force. In this
connexion he aslled our delegation:

"If a militarily significant State should insish on the dossession of a nuclear

weapon, <o we or do we not carry on with our wori:r on genercl end complete

disarnenent?" (ibid. ».30)
I seems to us vhat the answer to this cuestion is guite clear. Zow can there be

negotiations on genereal and complete diszarmament if one of the nuclear Powers
refuses to accept the obligation to eliminate such weespons? It is, however,
appropriate Yo recall thet the General sssembly of Ve United Ilatiocns, i.e, all the
countries of vie world, eonroved the Lgreed Primcinles for Disarnanent (2mc/5),
which definitely envisage the eliminabtion of nuclear weapons. Ls far as we know,
no one objects, at least notv cpenly, bo these princinles except Deraaps certain
circles in the Federal Tenudlic of Germany that are demanding +iie sunply of nuclear
weapons bto vie Sundeswebr.

e shall not hide tize fact that we were somewial struck at the strange
sinmilarity between the stavements of lix. Lita and lir. Godber on Vhe equipment of
the international foreces witl nuclear weapons, altlouzk, judgins by kr. Attals
statement on nuclear weapons in general, his position is apparenvly greatly
different from that of the suwporters of the nuelear deterrend. Te imagine that
lix. Ltta will, of course, De aware of the danger tnal will arise, especially for

snell countries, if the international force is supslied with nuclear weapons. It

e

S

uite apverent that vhis is against tie interests of all peodies, including the

e}

neonles of those isfrican countries which have quite recently broZen out of colonial
slavery and of those which are still convinuing the svruggle for neitional liberation.
I assume that during our recess we shall all mele a careful svudy of each

otirer!'s remaris and draw the necessary conclusions for our furdler work so as to
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draft a treaty on general and complete disarmament which will corresdond Vo the
interests of the various couniries and of the peace ané security of all peoples.

These are the remaris wiich the Soviet delegetion has consicered it necessary
Yo melxe in connexion with yesterday's stevements in tie Commitiee.

Mrs. IOIRDAL (Sweden): Vha®t I have to sgy today is not 28lf as immortant
as vie statements we heard Hefore and after the luncieon brear. Therefore, quite
fittingly, I shall make ry remarks correspondingly shorter.  lowever, I think a
few words &re timely on one subject beiore we recess, bDecause, during our delibera-~
vions so far, the special problems facing the smaller Powers curing the disarmament
process have only very receantly and briefly been broached -- o7 I, Burns in his

Letement of 6 June (ENDC/PV.50, pp. 4C et seg.) a2nd b vy the revresentative of
iligeria yesterday (ENDC/PV. 54, 52. 32 eb sec.)

The preoccupation with the probleizs of the greatl Fowers or Zower blocs should
notv ve crltlc‘zea as it is inherent in the world sivuation of today, and it was
oartlcularly natural so lonz as the discussion revolved around svage I of the plan
for general and complete disarmament., Lowever, waen the Conference has embarked
uwon a first reading of the »roposals for stages II and III, a few reflections about
the ?bsition of the smaller Fowers would seem to be in order, Decause I suomit that
there are some rather specific considerations called for in relation to svage II,
wien the prosjyecvive treuly, according <o both plens, would perlorce encompass all
militarily significant Poiwers, even tlose which might have been ererpt from
obligatory irmlementation in stage I,

To a considerable extentu this interest of the smeller Powers is connected with
the approach vo conventional var as they are all non-nuclear Povers and are thus
not actively comcerned in the questicn of limitation and eliminolion of nuclear
weapons. The fact thaf we ere pnassively concerned zs potential victims of nuclear
war, &s well ag nuclear tests, needs no re-—emphasis. Loowever, conventional war
reneins a threatening reeality from the point of view of the smoller Powers.

If we talle vhe situalion as it exists today, and even if we nroject it beyond
the first stege of disarmenent, we can visualize & fair number of cases wiere
one or more snall Powers could be involved in a war of a conventional type where

nuclear weapons would not be used. Je must all beware of the conflicts, sometimes
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latent and sometimes more imminently menacing, in several regions of the world.

In fact even if a nuclear Power were an opponent in a military encounter, nuclear
weanons would not necessarily be used. Therefore, for many countries, an armed
confliet would more likely than not mean conventionel war. This does not mean that
iv would be a war without horrors. towadays, when the consequences of nuclear war
ere so often spelled oub, we tend to forget the unspeaizable sufferings and losses to
whe meoples, the meterial damage, and the immeasurable effect o:n tie human mind and
human relations caused by the old-fashioned type of war., Althougi my country has
been spared tiae scourges of the two world wers, we are well aware of the sufferings
waich other countries represented here, particularly perhaps in ZFasvern Europe, had
to endure.

This leads me to the conclusion that it is no less incumbers on this Conference
to study how to prevent conventional war than it is tc study how o prevent nuclear
TET . As our colleague from Brazil so rightly said at an earlier meeting, our task
is to wage war against war -- and, I wmay add, against nuclear ané non-nuclear war
alixe. In one word, what we now call conventional war must remain as condemnable
as it used to be before 1945, and we must take steps that make us nore secure
against it as soon as ever possible.

liy delegation has studied the two draft plans with such thougats in mind, and
we have come to & few preliminary conclusions, or nerhaps rather questions, to be
borne in mind in our later deliberations.

The first one leads us to place a new and big cuestion mariz as te the inter-
vretation of the concept of balance. With the term as used hitheric in our dis-
cussions here, we are wont to envisage a level of armaments retaining balance
Detween the two Power blocs. But the Lgreed Princinles, which 2ave been accepted
by 2ll of us in the United Illations, do not have this interpretalion. Particularly,
tile well-known naragraph 5 does not justify a restriciion to that one major pair
of forces that should be balanced. Instead, it spealls quite clearly of balance
in such a way

"that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or

group of States gain : :itary advantage and that security is ensured equally

for all,"  (ENDC/5, p.2)
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I’am afraid, however, taat this formula for a universal balancing of disarmament
neasures does not bear a more penetrating critical scrutiny. Thisg is so already on
theoretical grdunds, because how cduld an equation it so many variables ever be
solunple?  Or, to nubt it in the form of a concrete illustratiocn, 20w could, fo¥
instance, a supnosedly perZect balance e obtained belween the United States and the
Soviet Union, or between the IIATO Powers and the Warscr Powers -~ and we know already
how difficult it would be ‘o obtain balance there -—-and how could it also be taken
to mean a perfect balance between, let us say, the United States and Switzerlend, the

~-t

military mix Deing so different from the beginning in these two States? Therefore,
s e

any change in iv is apt to be one of unequal weight. The same mmst be true,

pubtatis mutanals, when a large number of States witl :ighly different compositions

in their military establishments are to be compared 7ithin one and the same frame.
Yr. Burns alluded to this in regard to the size of the stan Zing forces. A
corparison between a great Power's and a small Power!s forcés and:any reduction in
then: cannot be nade on a straight quanvitetive basis, There exist what the
stebvisticians call "points of discontinuity", meaning that a given cuantity; reduced
below a cerbain threshold, loses its Very substance. this argucent by Canada can
also be pursued in regard to the quality or the very cdefinition of weapon systems.
Por what represents in reality the "armed forces" which should be submitted to
reduction? e have read in the drafts and heard from the resnective delegations
thet they regzard the measures of reduction in force levels contained in their plans,
both for stage I and stage II, as an indication thal ‘e convencional forces will
ve reduced considerably and repidly during these periods.
Wow I would like to refer my collezgues to the intervention of ry delegatbion
on 11 May, when we tried to draw attention to the influence of different patterns
of mllltary organization on thzis problem? (ENDC/PV.35, »». 34,35 Cn the one hand,
there are counbries such as ours which exbtrust their security mainly to forces which
would be called up in an emergency, using a mobilization systen: cepasle of raising
2 considerable number of unidts in a few days. On the other hanid, vhere are .
countries which lhave a number of standing units with little or no immediate reserves.
L third type of country could both have standing univs and large immnediate reserves.
Then studying the two »lans, my delegation seems wo find thauv both aim at

reducing, above all, the standing units with their men actually ca duty, and at
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reducing the armaments pertaining to those units. This would leave the immediate
reserves retained, but these could well be an imporbant factor in the military
nosture of different countries and thus in the general balance. Yherefore, a
corparison of force strength is not comwmlete if only the number of men on duty at

& ziven time are compared. 4 reduction formula, for instance, liize the one in the
plan of the Soviet Union could leave my country with fairly unreduced forces and
cepable of raising a considerable number of divisions in a shord time. I hove,

of course, that this fact will not cause undue uneasiness in this Committee.  But
wne problem of the feasibility of comparisons, and vhereby of balance, is a very
irmortant one.

This line of thought brings me to the conclusion vhat the cuestion of armed
force levels is quite complicated and technical. In view of this and of the
immortance of conventional forces, it would seem worth while to have this problem
also included in the list —= vhich is Decoming longer and longer -- of those
matters that we would need to have explored by the study method.

In this same context of conventional war and smell Power interest, my delega-
Yion would lilte to mention the importance of certain weapons waic: 2ave not been
zenvioned in either of the two plans. cudging from bhe experience of World War II,
waet seems to be particularly dangerous to most countries is tze possibility of
being rapidly overrun by armoured forces invading across a land froantier or crossing
vie waters by amphibioué landings supported by airborne forces. Jerfare by such
means would be {tlie most menacing aspect of conventional armaments retained.

In the United States draft (ENDC/3C, n.5) we find that during sbage I,
section A, a reduction will begin of tanl’s, armoured cars and arnoured personnel
carriers, which are of greav irportance for rapid invasion. Jowvever, we nave
found no provision for reduction of suck equally important armamenis as landing
crals for amphibious onerations and transhort aircreft equipped for carrying air-
borne troops. llor can we see them clearly nrovided for in stage II, unless they
ere included in the types of unarmed military aircrafv and non~coratant naval
vessels. It would be of interest to lmow if these weavons are inciluded in the non-
specified cateories. They do have special characteristics as they could be of

grealt importence in a wer which might be a minor ome for a big Fower but a fight

for life for a2 small couniry.
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In the Soviet draft we find that the only provisions of the required kind for
stage I are made in article 11, paragraph 2, which sbates that the reduction of
armed forces and conventional armaments shall be related primarily to the elimination
of the means of delivering nuclear weapons, the dismentling of foreign bases and the
withdrawal of foreign troons from alien territories (ZDC/2, p.1C). This seems
to indicate that most of the present-day conventional forces stavioned within
national borders will remain and their armenents, with their offensive capabilities,
will be retained,

In the provisions for stage II we find in article 24 that the further reduction
of armed forces and conventional armaments will be carried out chiefly by commlete
disbandment of units and ships! crews (ibid., p.16). ¥e have not been able to find
out which type of units have been in the minds of the authors, Thaercfore it has not
been nossible to assess how much this reduction would influence +the lilzelihood and
the nature of a conventional war —— whether it be between a large Power and a small
Power or between two small Powers. I wonder if the Soviet delegation could give us
-~ now or later —- some elaboration of its views on this subject and, in particular,
if it could indicate more definitely when nationally based mechanised units, air-
-borne troops with vheir carriers, and amphibious landing craft would begin to
disappear according to the Soviet plan.

In this intervention I have tried to talte the view mainly of & snall Power,
just to remind us of the need to think of some of the specific preblens involved,
but also to show that we take disarmament quite seriously and we went to regard it
frem the. point of view of realistic policy. It is in this sense vhat the small
Powers must keep pondering on what impact the provisions proposed will have on their
own defence organizations. Let it be. clearly undersvood, however, thal we are not
provosing that the question of balance should wait until it can be solved in such
a perfectionist manner that it implies balance in all constellations. FPerfection
in this respect is as impracticable and irmossible to aciieve as is nerfection in
control.

4 more helnful attitude is to approach both these problems with optimism and
generosity, realizing that the most crucial thing is to build up at an early stage
suc: a fund of confidence thav the suspicion which is now the main premise underlying

all proposals and deliberations on disarmament can be overcome,
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4£1lied to such an approach, it should be recognized that the smaller Powers
might need some time to think and some opportunity of gaining confidence in the
dedication of the great Powers to the goal of disarmament. According to the United
States plan, only specified parties to the treaty would have to carry out these kinds
of reductions which I have discussed perveining to stage I. There appears to be
some leeway also in the Soviet Union plan in article 11 dealing with the reduction
of armed forces and armaments in stage I, where we find a dotted line where States
other'than the United States and the Soviet Union are to be invited to make special
agreements on reductions. It will not be lost upon a number of small States,
anxiously prudent as they often are on matters of security, that thoy have thus
been offered a chance to see a fair amount of disarmament carried out, or at least
begun, before they themselves are actually required to join in the disarmament race.
Their confidence would be further strengthened if fhey were to see an actual reduc-
tion of the armament categories which seem varticularly important to them before
they start to cuv down the same categories, or the weapon systems built ﬁp as
defence measures against them,

I am confident that we shall have ar opportunity to come bacli: to such con—
siderations. I should like to admit also, more than willingly, that these matters
are not of first-rank importance and they should not be allowed %o hémper or delay
progress in disarmament between the great Power blocs, which we realize would benefit

all of us.

The CELIRMAN (Czechoslovakia)(translation from French}: I call on the

representative of the United States to exercise his right of reply.

Mr. DEAN (United States of america): 1 shall be very brief. I am
afraid that my Soviet colleague either misunderstood the remarks I made this morning
or has misstated them. v theav time I stated specificelly that the United States
did not seek -~ I reveat, did not seek -~ to verify tihe level existing at the
beginning of disarmament. I thought that in that wayv we had overcome one of the
previous obstacles to disarmament. I said specificelly that the United States
seeks effective verification only after the first stens of disarmaizent have taken
place -- and I said that even then we do not seek access to the entire territory of

States.
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We do sqy that it is essential to, have a clear idea whether the declared initial
levels or the subsequent levels are accurate, as well es to verify vie actual arms
that: are belng destroyed. However, I said Spec1;10@11y that the United States does
not ask for this assurance by neans of actual insﬁection of either the initial level
or all the retained arms and forces. /e shall be sebisfied by the assurance that
will ariée from a partial checl, on some effective navhenatical sazmling basis,
either by this progressive zonal inspection system’we have put forwerd or by any
other gqually adequate scheme if the progressive zonal scheme is not satisfactory.

Under the progressive zonal plan the amount of inspection would be related to
the amount of actual disarmament, That is why we studied this sysbteu and put it
forward.: Under that system only a small part of the territory would be inspected
after the. first step reduction in the first stage.

The United States has not changéd its stand at all on this netter. It seems
to me: to be important for all the representatives at this Confercnce to know at this
stage in our work that there has been no change in the attitude of the United States
in this respect. '

s ;s é'source of constant regret to my delegation that the Soviet representa-
tive appeérs constantly to raise and, in our view, to distort the position of the
Federal Republic of Germany on nuclear arms. I read very carefully the statement
made some three years ago by the Defence ifiinister, iir. Strauss, of the Federal
Republic of Germany and the statements of Chancellor idenauer on this matter. It
is important for all of us to seek to bring the Federal Republic of Germany into the
problems of kegpiné‘the'peace in4Eufope and eléewhere, and to woriz with it in a
manner which will permit iv to‘éo—operaﬁe with us towards general and complete
disarmeament. I can say suthoritatively that the sincere and continuing efforts of
ﬁy‘Govérnment to bring aboub general and conplete disernement will continue to meet
both with the appreval and with the continued co-operation of the Iederal Republic

of Germany,

‘The CILIRLAN (Czechosldvakia) (translation fégm French): Does any other

Tenresentative mlsn Yo speal?

Mr. LiLL (India): I may wish to exercise my right of reply tomorrow,

atter I have read the verbatin record.
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The CHAIRMAN (Czechoslovakia) (translation from French): I would remind

you that Mr, Tarabanov, the representative of Bulgaria, has agreed to postpone until
tomorrow the statement he intended to make today. He will therefore be first on

the list of speakers for our next meeting.

The Conference decided to issue the following communigue:

"The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament today
held its fifty-fifth plenary meeting at the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmanship of Mr. J. Hajek, representative of Czechoslovakia.

"Statements were made by the representatives of Poland, India, the
United Lrab Republic, the United States, the Soviet Union and Sweden.

"In accordance with the agreement on procedural arrangements adopted
by the Conference on 14 March 1962 (ENDC/1l, paragraphs 3 and 4), all
documents and final verbatim records of the Conference distributed as of
31 May will be made available to all Members of the United Nations and
for public use on 18 June 1962,

"Further final verbatim records issued during the recess will be made
available regularly at Geneva in the normal way to the delegations to the
Conference. They will also be made available from time to time during
the recess to all Members of the United Nations and for public use, through
the United Nations Secretariat at Geneve and New York,

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,

14 June 1962, at 10.00 a.m."

The meeting rose at 4.55 p.m.






